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There are few problems indeed 
connected with Pāņini that have 
been solved as yet in such a way 
as to make fresh investigations 


or additional support superfluous. 


PAUL THIEME 


PREFĀCE 


For the last few years, I have been interested in the 
concept of homogeneity (savarnya) in the Paninian and non- 
Paninian traditions of Sanskrit grammar. In 1972, I published 
"Paninian Procedure of Taparakarana: A Historical Investi- 
gation,'' in Zeitschrift für vergleichende Sprachforschung, 
Band 86. In this article, I had touched upon some aspects 
of the notion of homogeneity, but that was not the focus of 
the article. Afterwards, I continued my researches in the 
evolution of this notion in Paninian and non-Paninian traditions 
of Indian grammar. This has given me an opportunity to go 
through each text carefully, and see how the notion of homo- 
geneity is defined and implemented in different ways. I have 
tried to be historical, not in the sense of arriving at a definite 
chronology of various texts, but in the sense of attempting 
to find the most natural interpretation of the texts as far as 
possible. After having studied different systems individually, 
I have tried to present the possible evolution of this concept. 


To some of the readers it may appear that I could 
have presented this material in a more condensed form. 
However, after having taught Panini in the West for some 
years, I have realized the need for being more explanatory. 
The traditional Indian pundits remember the whole rule, 
if only the first word is mentioned. That is, however, not 
the case in the West. Except for a few really good scholars, 
reading a work on grammar is still very difficult for most 
Westerners. The arguments are involved. The traditional 
writers take many things for granted. In order to make such 
texts intelligible to non-traditional readers, it is very necessary 
to provide the background material with as much clarity as 
possible. I have tried my writing on my advanced graduate 
students, and have attempted to find out exactly what kind of 
"explanation" they really need, in order to understand the 
arguments clearly. Coming from India, and having studied 
grammar traditionally, I used to take too much for granted. 
But thanks to my Western students, I have had the opportunity 


xi 


to come down to the earth, and discuss many points in detail. 
Therefore, I have striven to make my exposition as "readable" 
as possible, and have purposefully refrained from ''unreadable 
condensation." I hope it serves its purpose. 


I thank Mr. Jame Bare with whom I have discussed 
most of the material presented here. Having a student like 
him was certainly more than pleasure to me. He often 
raised more questions than I could find answers for. It may 
be mentioned that his Ph. D. dissertation "Phonetics and 
Phonology in Pāņini,'' just submitted to the Department of 
Linguistics, the University of Michigan, is, in many respects, 
a continuation of the same line of research, and contains a 
good deal of discussion of homogeneous representation. I 
have continued my own research in this field, after the 
completion of this book, and the results of that research are 
gradually being published in the form of independent articles. 

[ Ref. "The Scope of Homogeneous - Representation in 

Pāņini,'' appearing in the Annals of Oriental Research, 
University of Madras; "Phonetics of /V/ in Panini," appearing 
in the Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 
Poona; ''Phonetics of short /a/ in Sanskrit, '' appearing in 

the Indo-Iranian Journal; and "New Material on the Kautsa- 


I am also thankful to my friend and colleague Dr. 
Peter Hook for having gone through some portions of this 
work, and for insisting that I should explain more, rather 
than condense the arguments. Ithank Prof. S. D. Joshi, 
Poona, and Prof. George Cardona, Philadelphia, whom I 
occasionally consulted. Prof. Cardona also helped me with 
some of the most rare books from his personal collection. 
I am grateful to Prof. Alton Becker, Director, Center for 
South and Southeast Asian Studies, University of Michigan, 
for providing me a research grant to visit India during the 
summer of 1974. I am also indebted to Prof. R. N. Dandekar, 
Secretary, Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona, 
and to Dr. Trivikram Dharmadhikari, Secretary, Vaidika 
Samšodhana Mandala, Poona, for allowing me to use their 
rich manuscript collections, and obtaining microfilms of 
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the necessary materials. I must express my gratitude to 

Prof. K. V. Abhyankar, Poona, for letting me use copies of 
some of the unpublished manuscripts in his possession. 
Finally, I thank the Publications Committee, CSSEAS, 
University of Michigan, for accepting this work for publication. 


Madhav Deshpande 
Ann Arbor 
29 September 1975 


Note: Due to the technical problems in underlining dotted 
Sanskrit letters, they have been left without the underline, 
while other letters in a word have been underlined. Since 
single dotted letters could not be underlined, no single letters 
have been underlined, but they have been put in between 
vertical slashes, e.g. /a/. This does not, in this book, 


have the normal linguistic significance of "a phoneme," 

but just refers to that particular Sanskrit sound. The same 
convention has been followed for the short-forms in Pāņini's 
grammar, e.g. /a-N/. 


PART ONE 


THE PANINIAN TRADITION 


CHAPTER 1 
PRINCIPLES OF HISTORICAL INVESTIGATION 


1.1. Grammatical procedures in Panini's grammar have 
undergone a variety of interpretations at the hands of Kātyāyana, 
Patafijali and their followers. At each step in the tradition 

we encounter conflicts between the older grammarians 

(pracina) and the neo-grammarians (navya). These are 
relative terms and their referents keep on changing with 

time. The chief criterion of validity in the Paninian tradition 

is that every explanation must be ultimately in consonance 

with Patanjali's Mahabhasya. Franz Kielhorn explains this 
principle: 


Where there is a difference of opinion between 
Panini and Kātyāyana, or between Kātyāyana 
and Patafijali, or between all the three, the 
native grammarians attach a higher value to 
the views of Kātyāyana to those of Panini, and 
a higher value again to those of Patafijali to 
those either of Kātyāyana or Panini. That such 
should be the case is not unnatural. 


The well known traditional maxim of the Paninians says: 
yathottaram muninàm prämänyam "The later the sage, the 
greater his authority.'' The grammarians belonging to a 
later period in history are bound to have more information. 
They possess knowledge of the earlier grammars and also 
knowledge of the linguistic changes which took place later on. 


1.2. However, this principle is unhistorical from a different 
point of view. The original meaning of the rules of an ancient 
grammar is gradually lost under the weight and supposed 
authority of later interpretations. S.K Belvalkar succinctly 
points out this element of unhistoricity: 
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They (the more orthodox grammarians) accord- 
ingly tried to invent new maxims of interpretation, 
tending to show, after a very diligent analysis 

of the works of the three great sages, that such 
defects as Chandragomin and others tried to 

find in the Pāninian grammar were in it already 
implicitly provided for. This procedure was 

no doubt unhistorical, but so was that of 
Kātyāyana or of Patafijali. 


While studying the works of the ancient Indian grammarians, 
a modern scholar has to take care that he is not himself 
trying to impose any unhistorical interpretation on these 


works. 


1.3. In the course of the historical investigation into the 
tradition of Indian grammarians, we shall follow a principle 
which is laid down by Patafijali in his oft-quoted statement: 
siddhaty evam, apäniniyam tu bhavati "The correct result 

is established thus, but the method becomes un-Paàninian. " 

In this statement, Patafijali draws a line of demarkation 

. between notions of theoretical or applicational effectiveness 

of an interpretation and its historical validity or its conformity 
with Panini's intentions. With this distinction, it is possible 
to make a fourfold system of classifying various interpretations 
in the Paninian tradition. 


[D] 


siddhyaty evam, paniniyarn ca bhavati: "The correct 
result is established thus, and the procedure is also 
Paninian." 

Siddhyaty evam, apaniniyarh tu bhavati: "The correct 
result is established thus, and yet the procedure 
becomes un-Päninian.'' 

naivam siddhyati, päniniyam tu bhavati: "The correct 
result is not established thus, and yet the procedure 
is Päninian.'' 

naivam siddhyati, apaniniyarh ca bhavati: "This way 
the correct result is not established, nor is the 
procedure Pāninian.'' 


The types [A], [B] and [D] are quite clear, but [C] needs 


some clarification. This is usually the reason why 
Kātyāyana feels like proposing changes, additions etc. in 
Pāņini's rules. In many cases, Kātyāyana believes, with 
ample justification, that a certain formulation of Panini is 
bound to lead to some incorrect results. 


1.4. The two aspects of each of these classifications are 

not contradictory to each other, but they are significantly 
different. The aim of a historian of the Paninian system 

is not to prove Pànini's grammar to be absolutely perfect, 
complete and free of errors. His function is to see how 
Pānini stands in his own right. If an ancient king lost a 
battle, no historian can make him win that lost battle. 
Similarly a historian should not refrain from recording 
inconsistencies and inadequacies in Pāņini's grammar. 

It is the hard duty of a historian to detach later interpretations 
from Pànini. At the same time, he must look at different 
successive interpretations from the point of the historical 
development of the grammatical system. An un-Pāninian 
interpretation could very well be a significant step in the 
development of grammatical theory and it must be given 

the credit that it deserves. Paul Thieme, whose work on 
Pāņini is perhaps the best example of this historical approach, 
clarifies the methodology of historical research: 


In the end, we have to return to Pāņini's 
formulations themselves, to compare his 
work, so to speak, with its own method, and 
to wring evidence from its weaknesses, which 
will betray something of its historical limi- 
tation: the merciless eye of the historian 
will not heed the beauty of the edifice in its 
entirety, but will be intent on looking for 
unassimilated elements which disturb its 
harmony, for flaws that might be due to the 
author being influenced by older sources, 

or not yet having reached certain stages 

of development. 


1.5. In studying the theory of homogeneity (savarna) and 
its historical development, we shall not limit ourselves to 


the Paninian tradition alone, but will undertake a thorough 
investigation of the entire range of the grammatical and 
phonetic science in India. We will first study this conception 
in the Paninian tradition, and then pass on to the Prātišākhyas, 
Siksās and post-Paninian grammatical systems. We shall 
study not only the definitions of homogeneity in these systems, 
but in each case, we must also study its implementation in 
those respective systems. With identical definitions, we do 
find quite different implementation of this conception, and 
this involves different kinds of historical relationships 

among various systems. 


CHAPTER II 


PĀŅINIAN THEORY OF HOMOGENEITY 


2.1. Pānini's grammar is headed by the well known fourteen 
Siva- sutras, the rules which are traditionally believed to 
have been given to Pāņini by the Lord Šiva. Most of the 
modern scholars now believe in Pànini's authorship of these 
rules and their genetic relationship with the formation of 
his grammar.? There rules are as follows: 


/a/ A/ fa/ /N/ 

PER A/ IRE 

/e/ /o/ /N/ 

/ai/ /au/ /C/ 

/h(a)/ /y(a)/ /v(a/ /r(a/ /T/ 

Aa) /N/ 

/Jū(a)/ /m(a)/ /n(a)/ /ņla)/ /n(a/ /M/ 
/jh(a)/ /bh(a)/ /N/ 

/gh(a)/ /dh(a)/ /dh(a)/ /S/ 

/j(a)/ /b(a)/ /gla)/ /d(a/ /d(a/ /$/ 
/kh(a)/ /ph(a)/ /ch(a)/ /th(a)/ /th(a)/ /c(a)/- 
/tta)/ Aa) /V/ 

/k(a)/ /pla)/ /Y/ 

/š(a)/ /s(a)/ /s(a)/ /R/ 

/h(a)/ /L/. 


These serve as a fundamental reference catalogue of certain 
sounds, arranged in a particular order conducive to the proper 
and concise formulation of the grammatical rules. Its purpose 
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is not to give an inventory of all Sanskrit sounds, nor to 
teach correct pronounciation, but purely to facilitate concise 
formulation of rules. 


2.2. The rule P.1.3.3 (hal-antyam), in its final interpretation, 
says: "[In the instruction] , a final consonant [is termed it],'' 
and the rule P.1.3.9 (tasya lopah) says: ''There is deletion 

of that [which is termed it|." Thus, all consonants occurring 
at the end of the Siva - sūtras are termed it. The other term 
for itis anubandha. An it sound is a metalinguistic marker 
attached to a grammatical element. These markers will be 
given in capital letters and are unconditionally deleted. 

Though they are deleted and never appear in the object 
language, their functional significance still continues to 
operate. The rule P.1.1.71 (ādir antyena sahetā) says: 

"The initial | sound of a group] together with a final it 

| denotes the intervening members and itself] ." Applying 

this rule to the Siva-sutras, we can formulate shortforms 
(pratyāhāra) such as /a SK. /i-K/ etc. The shortform 

lā: Kr, for instance, stands for all sounds from /a/ to /K/, 
excluding the markers. Thus /a-K/ stands for /a/, /i/, 

/u/, /r/ and /Ļ." 


2.3. Then comes the notion of savarna "homogeneous 
sound." This term is sometimes rendered as "homorganic 
sounds,'' but that should be a more appropriate translation 

of the term sasthāna. The notion of savarna involves things 
in addition to the organs. Paul Thieme believes that the term 
savarna was borrowed by Pànini from some ancient Siksa 
text, 8 while Burnell holds that Pāniņi took over this term 
from the ancient Aindra grammar and redefined it. " Whatever 
be its source, Pāniņi offers us a definition. The rule P.1.1.9 
(tulyāsya -prayatham savarnam) , in its traditional interpre- 
tation, means: "| A sound having in common with another 
sound a] similar internal effort [at a point] in the mouth 

[is termed] homogeneous [with respect to the other sound] .'' 
As we shall see, this is what the rule must mean. 


2.4. Kātyāyana found the wording of this rule to be unsatis- 
factory. Following the usage of his times, Kātyāyana interpreted 
the term āsya-prayatna to stand just for internal effort. 


Then he objected that such a definition would make two sounds 
homogeneous, if only they had the same internal effort, 
despite the difference in their points of articulation. 

This is undesirable, since this would make the sounds /j/, 
/b/, /g/, /d/ and /d/ homogeneous with each other. He 
answered this objection by reformulating the rule:11 "The 
correct result is, however, established by [defining] a 
homogeneous sound [as the one which shares with another 
sound] the same point of articulation (de$a) and [the same] 
internal effort (prayatna) in the mouth (asya)." This is what 
Pāņini ought to teach and probably intended to teach. 


Instead of accepting Kātyāyana's formulation, 
Patafijali reinterprets Pāņini's rule to get at the same 
meaning. The word äsya normally means "mouth," but 
Patafijali explains it to be a taddhita-formation: asye bhavam 
[āsyatyaT] "that which lies in the mouth," i.e. the point 
of articulation and internal effort. But the latter has been 
already mentioned by Panini by the word prayatna. Thus 
finally the word asya stands for "point of articulation" and 
prayatna stands for "internal effort. "12 These are the two 
conditions for homogeneity. 


2.5, Though we know what the rule ought to teach, the 
historical situation still remains unclear. In the Siksäs 

and the Prātišākhyas, the term asya-prayatna stands only 

for internal effort. Breloer handled this term in the same 
way. In his early work, Paul Thieme believed that 
"Pāņini's terminology is yet less developed. His expressions 
āsya-prayatna and mukha-nasika-vacana seem to betray 

that he did know the doctrine of sthana and karana, which 

is familiar to the Prātišākhyas. "15 However, Panini, who 
uses terms like mūrdhanya "cacuminal, retroflex" (P. 8.3.55) 
and osthya "labial" (P.7.1.101), could not have been unfamiliar 
with points of articulation. Yet we may agree with Thieme's 
following statement: "Auch sthāna wird von Panini nicht 

in dem technischen Sinn 'Artikulationsstelle' vervendet, 
sondern heisst ein fach 'Platz, Stelle.' "16 Later on Thieme 
gave an explanation of āsya-prayatna, which seems more 
probable: 
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Paninis Fassung der Definition lässt vermuten, dass 

er den Ausdruck prayatna noch nicht in dem späteren 
Sinne von 'Artikulationsweise' (sprsta, isat-sprsta, 
vivrta usw.) gebrauchte, sondern in einem weiteren, 

so dass er auch die Artikulationsstelle ein begriff 

(der äsya-prayatna von k würde demnach kantha -sprsta, 
der von p ostha-sprsta gewesen sein unsw.). Diese 
Annahme liegt um so näher, als Päninis Sprachgebrauch 
auch sonst mit der phonetischen Terminologie der 
Prätisäkhya nicht in Einklang zu stehen scheint. 17 


However, this involves some assumptions about the meaning 
of the term prayatna being different in Pānini. This is 
doubtful, since he uses the term again in P.8.3.18 (vyor 
laghu -prayatnatarah säkatäyanasya), which has its parallels 
in the Prätisäkhyas. [Whitney, APr, p. 83.] Actually, 
there is perhaps even an easier explanation of Pāņini's Asya - 
prayatna. We could interpret the word äsya ''mouth" as a 
general term covering all points on the vocal tract. This is 
evident from his parallel usage of mukha in P.1.1.8 (mukha- 
nasikā-vacano' -nunāsikah). No anunāsika "nasal" sound is 
produced in the whole of the mouth, but it uses some point of 
articulation along with nāsikā "nose." For such a general 
conception of points on the vocal tract, Pānini used the 
general terms mukha and āsya. 


In Sec. 11.7, we shall see that the term Asya -prayatna 
had a different meaning in the pre-Kātyāyana times. It 
included not only the internal effort, but also points on the 
vocal tract. Pāņini was not alone in this usage and there 
were ancient Šiksā -texts with the same usage. This will 
help us revise e Thieme's oft- -repeated notion that P.1.1.9 
(tulyāsya -prayatnam savarnam) is concise but not precise, 
and that the vārttika on this rule, i.e. siddham tv asye 
tulya -desa -prayatnarm savarnam, alone is both concise 
and precise. | Thieme (1935), p. 93.] 


By the time of Kātyāyana, the term asya-prayatna 
became restricted to internal effort alone. This restricted 
notion is seen in the Vājasaneyi Prātišākhya 1.43 (samāna- 
sthäna-karanäsyaprayatnah savarnah). This created a 
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problem for Kātyāyana and, therefore, he reformulated 
P.1.1.9 to fit the terminology of his days. Patanjali's 
interpretation of Asya as äsye bhavam is only partially 
correct, because he says that āsya in this extended meaning 
stands for both sthäna "point of articulation" and karana 
"internal effort" [MB, Vol. I. Sec. I. p. 155]. [The term 
karana here does not stand for "articulator" or "active 
organ," see: Sec. 10.5.5.] Ifthat were the case, then 
P.1.1.9 would be mentioning the internal effort twice. 
Actually Kaiyata and Nāgeša do realize this problem, but 
somehow try to explain it away. [MB-P, and MB-P-U, Vol.I 
Sec. I. p. 155.] From a historical perspective, thus, 
Panini was concise and precise in his definition, and does 
not stand in need of any reformulation or reinterpretation. 


2.6. Thus, two sounds are homogeneous with each other, if 
they share the same points of articulation and internal effort. 
Thieme points out the relation of the term savarna with the 
term varna in its abstract sense. 18 patanjali clarifies that 
the notion of savarna is based on difference (bheda) between 
sounds. He says that if the term "homogeneous" were to 
apply to those sounds alone, which have all identical features, 
then the designation would be useless. 19 Thus, the homo- 
geneous sounds must agree with respect to two features, but 
may differ in other respects, i.e. the external efforts, 
quantity, nasality and pitch. Patafijali says that the term 
asya also qualifies the term prayatna, thus excluding those 
efforts which lie, in some sense, outside the mouth (āsyād 


bāhyāh). 20 


2.7. In Panini's grammar, nasality does not affect homo- 
geneity of sounds. But this exclusion of nāsikā "nose" from 
the conditions of homogeneity poses some problems. Nāgeša 
has a long argument on the status of nasika "nose." Does 

it fall within Asya "mouth?" Is it a point of articulation or 

an internal effort or an articulator? According to the 
Päniniya-Siksä, nāsikā "nose" is a point of articulation. 
Nāgeša says that in P.1.1.8 (mukha-nāsikā-vacano'nunāsikah), 
Panini mentions nāsikā along with mukha "mouth." Therefore, 
for the purpose of grammatical considerations, nāsikā is 
excluded from mukha. Since the words mukha "and asya are 
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synonyms, the same applies to āsya. 21 Whether this reasoning 
is true or false, the conclusion is certainly right. A conclusive 
proof that nasality does not affect homogeneity in Panini is 
offered by the fact that he includes semi-vowels in his procedure 
of savarna-grahana ''representation of homogeneous sounds” 
[P.1.1.69]. This is only to enable them to cover their 

nasal counterparts. 


2.8. There is also another important doctrine concerning 
homogeneity which must be mentioned here. This is the 
doctrine of sarva -sthäna -sämya "identity with respect to 

all points of articulation." Ifa sound has two points of 
articulation, say x and y, then it can be homogeneous only 
with that sound which has x and y as its points of articulation. 
It cannot be homogeneous with a sound that has only x, or 
only y, or x and z as its points of articulation. Though, 
nāsikā "nose" is considered to be a point of articulation by 
the Pàninians, it is not taken into account. According to the 
later Pāņinian tradition, /v/ and /1/ are both dental (dantya), 
but /v/is also labial (osthya). Thus they cannot be homo- 
geneous. Actually, there is a greater chance of /v/ being 
only osthya "labial" for Panini, Katyayana and Patafijali, 
rather than being dantyosthya ''labio-dental'' as believed 

by the Kāšikā-vrtti and the later tradition. [For details, 

see my article "Phonetics of v in Pāņini,'' appearing in the 
Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute. ] 
Similarly, the sound /ai/ is both kanthya "produced in throat" 
and tālavya "palatal." The ioni auis both produced in 
throat and labial (kanthausthya). Though they share one 
common point of articulation, they differ in the other and 
hence they are not homogeneous. Though this principle is 
not explicitly stated by Pāņini, it can be deduced from his 
rules. 


2.9. With this background, let us take a brief survey of 

the phonetic categories adopted by the Pāninian tradition. 
Since Panini's rules do not contain elaborate phonetic details, 
we have to depend on the traditional account, and then examine 
it critically. According to the points of articulation, sounds 
are classified as sprsta "with contact of the articulator and 
the point of articulation," īsat-sprsta "with slight contact," 
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vivrta "open, without contact" and samvrta "closed." The 
category of vivrta "open" was later subdivided by Patafijali 
into isad -vivrta "slightly open," vivrta "open, " vivrta-tara 
"more open'' and vivrta-tama "most open." This isan 
important subclassification and it played a great role in 

later dialectic. Here we need not go into the details of the 
external efforts and other minor points, since our discussion 


does not concern them. 


2.10. For Pāņini, the sounds termed ūsman, i.e. /$/, /s/, 
/s/ and /h/, and vowels have the same internal effort. They 
are all vivrta ''open.'' Thus, there is a possibility of some 
vowels being homogeneous with certain ügmans. To counter 
such a possibility, Pànini formulated P.1.1.10 (nàjjhalau) 
which says that the sounds denoted by the shortforms /a-C/ 
and /ha-L/ are not mutually homogeneous. This rule actually 
intends to deny homogeneity of all vowels and consonants with 
each other. However, its interpretation poses certain grave 
problems, which will be considered later in detail. Since 
Pāņini's definition was clearly couched in featural terms, 

it created another problem for him. The short /a/ was a 
samvrta "closed" sound, but long and extra-long varieties 
were vivrta "Open." In order to get their homogeneity, 
Pāņini ruled that the short /a/, within the grammatical 
system, is an open sound. The final rule of his grammar, 
P.8.4.68(aa ), reinstates the closed /a/ sound in the 
object language. K. C. Chattopadhyaya (1974) holds a 
different opinion on this point. He thinks that Pāņini had an 
open (vivrta) short /a/, which was natually homogeneous 
with /ā/ and /ä3/. In post Pāninian times, under the 
influence of Dravidian languages, the short /a/ became a 
closed sound. To account for this short /a/, later Pāņinians 
inserted P.8.4.68 (a a ). He tries to show that most of 

the Pratisakhyas and Siksās support his argument, I disagree 
with Chattopadhyaya, and have dealt with his argument in 

my article "Phonetics of Short A in Sanskrit," appearing 

in the Indo-Iranian Journal. 


After thus defining the term savarņa, Pāņini introduces 
a procedure, which is well known as savarņa-grahaņa 
"representation of homogeneous sounds." The rule P.1.1.69 
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(an-udit savarnasya cäpratyayah) says: "A sound [ which is 
denoted by the short-form] /a-N/ [with /N/ in the Siva- -sūtra 


/l(a) N/], or a sound with the marker /U/ stands for its — — 
homogeneous sounds and for itself, unless it is an affix." 
This is widely used in the rules of Pāņini. Its details will 
be discussed later on. 


2.11. Apart from P.1.1.9 (tulyäsya-prayatnam savarnam) 
and P.1.1.69 (an-udit savarnasya cāpratyayah), Pāņini uses 
the term savarņa in eight rules. They are as follows: 


1) P.1.1.58 (na padànta -dvirvacana -vare-yalopa- 
svara-savarnänusvära -dirgha -ja$ -car -vidhisu) 

2) P.6.1.101 (akah savarne dirghah) 

3) P.6.1.102 (prathamayo h pūrva- savarnah) 

4) P.6.1.127 (iko'savarne Sakalyasya hrasvaš ca) 

5) P.6.4.74 (a bhyäsasyäsavarne 

6) P.7.1.39 (supām suluk pürva -savarnäccheyädädyäyä- 
jälah) 

7) P.8.4.58 (a anusvärasya yayi para-savarnah) 

8) P.8.4.65 (jharo jhari savarne) 


In some of these cases, the term savarna or the compound 
with that term continues into the following rules. The term 
is mostly used in the context of vowels, semi-vowels and 
stops, except ina few cases. For instance, in the rule 
P.8.4.65 (jharo Da savarne), itis also used with respect 
to /$/, / s/ and These sounds have no homogeneous 
sounds other than themselves. 


Another point that needs to be noted is that P.1.1.69 
does not mean that all the sounds incorporated in the shortform 
/a-N/ must have homogeneous sounds other than themselves. 
The sounds /h/ and /r/ have no homogeneous sounds other 
than themselves. The rule says that the /a-N/ sounds 
stand for their homogeneous sounds, if they have any. 


Kunhan Raja (1967) has raised the question of the 
limit of /a-N/ in P.1.1.69. He argues that /a-N/ even in 
this rule is limited only to the first Siva-sütra. In my 
article ''The Scope of Homogeneous -Representation in Pānini" 
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Oriental Research, University of Madras] , I have extensively 
dealt with this question, The conclusion of this article is 

that /a-N/ in P.1.1.69 certainly extends to /N/ in the 

Siva- -sūtra /l(a)-Ņ/; however, no practical purpose is served 

by ti the inclusion of semi -vowels i in P.1.1.69. The theoretical 
purpose is quite obvious. [Also see Appendix A. | 


2.12. To sum up, we might say that the procedure of 
savarna-grahana "homogeneous -representation" is a procedure 
built of five steps discussed earlier. There are many 
differences of opinion concerning the exact interpretation of 
these five stages. At times we have proposals for additional 
postulates which make some of these stages unnecessary. 

Some of the differences are rooted in the differences between 
alternative priciples of interpretation. 


2,13. Here it is necessary to see how a difference in 
theoretical axioms affects the final output of a grammar. 
Let us consider two hypothetical situations. 


Situation | A]: Suppose that we have a rule R1 
which contains the term a. Is it possible to apply 
the rule R1 to the term a in the same rule? Let 
us say that the rule R is as follows: "a stands 
for a, b and c." If the rule R1 applies to itself, 
as the term a in the rule itself could stand for 

, band c. Thus, the rule could be rewritten as: 
zi b and « c stand for a, b and c." This could mean 
that ‘each one of them could stand for all of them. 
If the rule does not apply to itself, then a stands 
for a, b and c; b stands for b, and c stands for c. 


Situation [B]: If there are two rules, R1 and Ro, 
such that Rg presupposes Rj, is it possible that 
R9 could apply to R1 or a part of it? This gives 
us two alternatives, Either R2 may apply to R1, 
or it may not apply. 


By combining the alternatives in [A] with those in [B], 
we could get several possible ways. Most of these alternatives 
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are reflected some way or the other in the discussions in 
the Paninian tradition, along with certain other postulates. 


CHAPTER III 
KATYAYANA'S THEORY OF AKRTI-GRAHANA 


3.1. As an alternative to Pānini's procedure of savarna- 
grahana "representation of homogeneous sounds," Kātyāyana 
proposes the philosophical procedure of akrti-grahana 
"mention of a sound-universal.'' He says: "| The desired 
morphophonemic procedure| is established by understanding 
the sound-universal [as being mentioned in the Siva-sütras 
and elsewhere] ,'' and Patafijali explains this as: "[In the 
Siva-sütras and 'elsewhere] , the universal of the sound /a/ 
is taught and it will cover the whole class of /a/ sounds 
[including long and extra-long varieties] . Similarly are 
[taught] the universals of the sounds /i/ and /u/."23 In 
this view, the particular sounds uttered in the Siva- sütras 
could be understood as tokens standing for the types or 
sound universals which cover all the particular sounds 
belonging to that type or sharing that universal. This is 

like the sentence: "A brahmin should not be killed." The 
statement does not mean that, leaving aside one brahmin, 
the rest of them could be killed, but rather that anybody 

who belongs to the class of brahmins or shares the universal 
brahmin-ness should not be killed. Thus what is intended 

is not a single brahmin, but the universal brahmin-ness. 24 
Kātyāyana adds that this notion of a universal extends to 
consonants also. Just as the universal of /a/ covers 

/a/, similarly the universal of /y/ covers /$/. However, 
the universal of /k/ does not cover /kh/ and other members 
of that varga. Kātyāyana clearly points out that this universal- 
mention is not an explanation of Pānini's homogeneous- 
representation, but an alternative to it. If one is adopted, 
the other is almost unnecessary. Kātyāyana says: "In 
P.1.1.69, the /a-N/ sounds need not be mentioned, since 
the sound universals are mentioned [in the Siva - -sūtras]. "26 
Thus, in the theory of universal-mention, no 10 homogeneous - 
representation is necessary for vowels and semi-vowels, 
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but it is still necessary for the homorganic groups of stops 
(varga). Thus, Kātyāyana is proposing a partial modification 
of Pànini's system. 


3.2. The distinction between these two procedures needs 

to be clearly understood. According to the theory of universal 
mention, the sounds listed in the Šiva- -sūtras are a type 
listing, without P.1.1.69. On the other hand, Panini lists 
individual sounds and then states P.1.1.69 whereby they 
could stand for their homogeneous sounds. Recently, 
Scharfe28 and Ghatage29 seem to have fused one into the 
other. Biardeau30 discusses savarna in the context of 
akrti, but leaves an impression that she does not consider 
them to be different alternatives. On the background of 

this, a clear differentiation of these two seems to be of 

vital importance. Kātyāyana is bringing a non-Pāņinian 
notion into Pāņini's grammar. This new notion of varnakrti 
"sound -universal"' is a philosophical interpretation of the 

old class-conception of varna, the real sound, where features 
of quantity, nasality and accent were non-distinctive for 
inclusion in a varna. Thus a-varna could cover /ā/ and 
/ā3/, the varna of /y/ could cover /$/. However, the 
varna of /k/ could not cover /kh/ and other homorganic 
stops. For this purpose, the notion of varga was used along 
with -varna. Pāņini's expanded definition of savarna was 

a sophisticated attempt to cover both of these older notions 
under a single generalization. Kātyāyana brought back the 
older notions in a new philosophical form. Thus his notion 
of ākrti worked for the older notion of varna, while he still 
retained Pāņini's savarna-grahana to account for the older 
notion of varga. A detailed discussion of this older notion of 
varna is taken up later in the context of the Prātišākhyas. 


3.3. As it has been already explained, Kātyāyana's theory 
partially replaces Pànini's homogeneous -representation. 
The fact that this new theory does not belong to Pànini is 
realized by the traditional commentators. Bhattoji Diksita 
says: "This view [ of universal-mention] is not intended 
by the author of the sütras, since he incorporates [the 
term] /a-N/ [in P.1.1. 1.1.69]. "31 He further states: "The 
author of the sütras does not formulate [his rules] after 
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having seen the vārttikas [of Kātyāyana]. "32 Nägesa and 
some of the later commentators on his works clearly bring 
out this historical development. The commentary 
Cidasthimälä on Nāgeša's Laghu -Sabdendu -sekhara says 
that if we accept the rules related to the procedure of 
savarna-grahana, then there is no äkrti-grahana. 


3,4. The theory of universal-mention needs to be subjected 
to a critical examination, both for its merits and drawbacks. 
Pänini clearly defined savarna in featural terms, but there 
is no clear definition of a sound -universal found anywhere in 
Kātyāyana's värttikas. Patafijali explains that the universal 
of /a/ is mentioned [in the Siva-sütras] and it will cover 
the whole family of /a/ sounds. 35 Bhartrhari, in his 
Mahābhāsya-dīpikā, sheds some light on this notion: 


The desired [coverage of many varieties] is established 
by universal-mention. In shortforms and in other 

rules, a universalis prescribed, and not an individual. 
Resorting to an individual [in order to mention a 
universal] is like this: It is thus advised to an 
inhabitant of the Nārikela island: "This is a bull. 

You should not touch him with your feet." Though 

he is advised actually with respect to a young, black 

and skinny bull, still he does not touch even an old, 
tawny and fat bull. 


Thus when one hears /a/, he develops a notion of some 
generic features. When he hears /ā/, he recognizes the 
same generic features in /ā/. This is how a person identifies 
the same universal in different instances. This seems to 

be the import of Bhartrhari's explanation. 


3.5. Since there is no clear definition of a universal, nor 

of any standard way of recognizing its presence, this notion 
certainly seems to be very impressionistic. We are not 

sure if the origin of this notion lies in phonetic considerations, 

or somewhere in the realm of realistic metaphysics. Perhaps 
this is an outcome of a combination of different influences. 
Kātyāyana himself uses frequently the grammatical terminology 

of the Prātišākhyas, which was replaced by Pāņini with new terms. 


20 


In this old terminology, we have a conception of varņa which 
stands for ''the real sound" or class of sounds which differ 

only in features like quantity, nasality and pitch. There also 
existed a conception of varga "group of homorganic stops" 
alongside with the class-conception of varna. Kātyāyana was 
obviously familiar with this conception. . At the same time, 

early schools of Mīmāmsā were coming up in pre-Kātyāyana 
days. He was deeply interested in their philosophical 
speculations, and quoted their controversies in great detail. 

The two important names are those of Vyadi, who held 
Vyakti-vada "doctrine of individuals," and Väjapyäyana, 

who held the opposite doctrine of Akrti -vada "doctrine of 
universals." Most probably, under the influence of Vajapyayana's 
thoery of universals, Katyayana reinterpreted the old conception 
of varna and came up with the doctrine of varnäkrti "sound- 
universal." Even in this new philosophical form, the notion 
still remained very much impressionistic or conventional. 


The system of Mimāmsā considers sounds (varna) 
to be eternal, and these eternal sounds are manifested by 
physical sounds which are not eternal. However, the relation 
between non-eternal physical sounds and eternal linguistic 
sounds is not that between a universal and individuals which 
Share that universal. The eternal sound is like an eternal 
individual. The notion of sound-universals is found used 
in the system of Nyàya. This system believes that the sounds 
of a language are not eternal, their existence being limited 
by their production and disappearance. Yet we have a 
perception of identity eačh time we hear certain sounds: 
"It is the same /g/ sound, which I heard before.'' This 
perception of identity is due to the common universal shared 
by many instances. Kaiyata's explanation of the sound- 
universal /k/-ness is very similar to the Nyāya view. He 
says: "The universal /k/-ness etc. pertains to individual 
sounds or is manifested by specific instances of sounds.... 
The [sound] individuals are infinite and they are produced 
[in contrast to the eternal universals] .''39 It must be 
remembered, however, that Katyayana's notion belongs to 
avery ancient period of philosophy, and most of the systematic 
works in different philosophical schools are certainly post- 
Katyayana. 
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3.6. The ambiguity concerning how many varieties a certain 
sound-universal can cover is reflected in several discussions 
in Kātyāyana's own värttikas and in Patafijali's Mahābhāsya. 
In his introductory remarks on Pānini's grammar, Kātyāyana 
has raised guestions as to the purposes of the Siva-sūtra 
listings. One of the alleged purposes is the proper teaching 
of all the sounds in Sanskrit. 40 To this Katyayana presents 
an objection by saying that if this is the purpose, Panini 
should list all the varieties of sounds differing in pitch, 
quantity and nasality. A reply to this objection is given 

by saying that the Siva-sūtras are a list of sound-universals, 
which would naturally cover all these varieties. 42 Then 
comes an objection to this reply: "If [one says that] the 
desired [coverage of necessary varieties] is established 

by the mention of sound-universals, then a prohibition of 
[vowels that are possessed of ] constriction of mouth or 
other similar faults has to be laid down." This objection 
amounts to saying that just as a sound-universal covers all 
the correct or unfaulty (Suddha) instances, similarly it 
would also cover those instances which involve faults. 

A sound-universalis shared by correct as well as by 
incorrect instances, and there is no philosophical reason 
why a sound-universal could represent only the correct 
instances. Patafjali observes that if one accepts this 
doctrine of universal-mention, one may have to make an 

all out effort to reinstate the correct varieties of sounds. 
The upholder of universal-mention suggests that these faulty 
varieties of sounds could be given metalinguistic functions, 
and could then replace the whole system of marker -sounds in 
Pāņinian rules. 4 Patafijali says that this could be done, 

but then the procedure becomes un-Pāninian. 46 Even 

though it is easy to talk of constructing rules for reinstating 
the correct varieties, in actuality, it would be a very difficult 
task. Compared to the correct varieties, faults are too 
many to count. This is surely not an advisable procedure. 


3.7. Patafijali then continues the argument of the upholder 
of universal-mention. He asks as to where could these 
faulty varieties occur. They could not occur in augments 
(āgama), substitutes (vikāra), affixes (pratyaya), verb roots 
(dhātu) or nominal stems which are either derivable from the 
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enlisted smaller items or which are directly listed by 
Panini. Panini taught all these items with correct _ 
pronounciation. The only items which are left are the 
nominal stems which are underivable and are not listed by 
Panini. It is suggested that even these should be listed in 
order to teach their proper pronounciation. 47 K. V. 
Abhyankar explains the purport of this suggestion: 


This is the final conclusive solution to the difficulty 
raised above, viz. that if in the formation of words 

faulty utterances are made for signifying grammatical 
operations, those faults would remain in the words 

after their formation also. The author says here 

that the original crude bases of words are uttered 
faultless and thereafter in the process of formation, 
augments, substitutes, affixes and the like are also 
uttered faultless; as a consquence no occasion arises 

for formed words being attended with faulty utterances. 48 


It is doubtful if it is a conclusive solution. Itis quite clear 
that it is a suggestion for a complete listing of underived 
nominal stems, which does not exist in Panini. Patafjali, 
in other contexts, makes it clear that such a listing of 
underived nominals involves prolixity (tad guru bhavati, 
seen. 47). Bhartrhari suggests that finally we have to rely 
on the usage of the natural speakers of Sanskrit (Sista) to 
determine correctness of words, and the same reference 
is to be the authority in excluding these faulty varieties. 49 
Thus the procedure of universal-mention finally involves 
too many assumptions. 


3.8. There are many other problems which confront the 
upholder of universal-mention. According to Panini, the 
original root in the forms kalpate and klpta is rp. From 
this root, we first derive the forms karpate* and krpta*, 
and then /r/ and /r/ are replaced by 7L and /1/. For 
both the changes, there is only one rule, P.8.2.18 (krpo 
ro lah), which literally means: "/r/ of [the root] V&rp is 
replaced by /1/." The constitution of /r/ and /1/ is such 
that they contain vocalic and consonantal elements fused 
together. Thus: 
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/r/ is T /a/ * 2/2/ + L/a/ and 
A/ is F/a/ + EA + ly. 


If parts of a composite sound are looked upon as independent 
sounds and could be represented by independent sounds, 
then there is no problem in the present case. The sound 
/r/ in the rule would stand for independent /r/, as well 

as for /r/ that forms a part of /r/. The same would apply 
to /1/.90 But if the so-called parts of a composite sound 
have no independent reality and cannot be represented by 
independent sounds, then we may have to have a separate 
rule for substituting /r/ by /1/.91 


At this stage, Pataūjali offers two solutions which 
would avoid formulation of an additional rule. The second 
solution runs as: "Or, rather, it should be understood 
that in both [the cases, i.e. rah and lah] , only the class- 
sound (sphota) is mentioned. Thus the sound heard as /r/ 
(ra-$ruti) is replaced by a sound heard as /1/ (la -sfuti), 92 
This passage has given rise to many interpretations in the 
context of the celebrated theory of sphota. However, we 
shall restrict ourselves only to those considerations which 
are pertinent in the context of the notion of sound -universals. 


3.9. Bhartrhari explains the above argument as follows: 

"Or, the word sphota-mātra indicates that this is a universal- 
mention. ...The purpose of universal-mention is that it covers 
both /r/ sounds, one which is independent and the one which 
forms part of /r/."?? Thus, the universal of sound /r/ 
covers, according to Bhartrhari, the sound /r/ which forms 
part of /r/. Kaiyata expresses the same view. 54 Thus 

the rule says: "In the case of the root Vrp, the universal 

of /r/ is replaced by the universal of /1/.99 Nāgeša, on 

the other hand, is not ready to accept a sound-universal 
which covers independent and dependent varieties. 96 


3.10. Justas there is a consonantal element in /r/, 
similarly there is also a vocalic element which is called 
ac -bhakti "a split vowel. "57 Just as /a/ covers long and 
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extra -long varieties by homogeneous-representation (p.1.1.69), 
similarly one may extend this coverage to the vocalic particles 
in /r/ and /1/. This objection could also be raised in the 
theory of uaiversal-mention. The universal of /a/ might 

be said to cover these vocalic particles.58 But Bhartrhari 
says that /a/ in no way can stand for these vocalic particles. 
He remarks: ''This vocalic particle of quarter-mora quantity 
is not found anywhere else. There is no homogeneity. A 

part [of a composite sound] does not have a phonetic effort 
and points of articulation, independent from those of the whole. 
This vocalic particle is also incapable of manifesting the 
sound-universal of /a/ ete.''% Kaiyata points out that the 
perception of this vocalic particle is very indistinct and is 

not capable of manifesting any sound-universal.60 Nāgeša 
agrees with Kayata's judgement, 1 


3.11. In Pāņini's Siva-sütra: r-1-K, the sounds /r/ and 

/V are listed separately. No two sounds directly listed in 
the Siva -sütras are mutually homogeneous with the only 
exception of stops. A similar argument is offered by 
Bhattoji Diksita for /e/ and /o/ not being homogeneous 

with /ai/ and /au/.62 Kaiyata clearly says that /r/ and 

/1/ are not homogeneous with each other for Panini, though 
they are so for Kätyäyana.63 In the real usage, the sound 
/V occurs only in the forms of Ip. This is noted by 
Patafijali, all of whose other examples are pure fabrications. 64 
Thus, Panini did not need separate rules for guna and vrddhi 
changes of /1/, since he took care of the only occurrence 

of /1/, the root WIP, by the above explained way. 


Literally, P.1.1.51 (ur an ra-parah) says: "The 
/a-N/ replacements of /r/ are immediately followed by 
/r/." Based on this rule is the notion of some modern 
authors that the guna for /r/ is /ar/, and its vrddhi is /ār/. 
Actually for Panini, the term guna applies only to /a/, 
/e/ and /o/, while the term vrddhi applies only to /ā/, 
/ai/ and /au/. But /a/ and /ā/ which replace /r/ are 
immediately followed by /r/.65 To derive kalpate, we start 
from karpate* and replace /r/ by /1/. Thus there is no 
occasion for /1/ being directly changed to /al/. Thieme 
is certainly right when he ponis out that there is no guņa 
to /1/ in Pànini's system, 66 
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3.12. Kātyāyana proposes that /r/ and /1/ be considered 
mutually homogeneous. 67 These sounds actually have 
different points of articulation and they would not normally 
become homogeneous in Pānini's system. Kātyāyana imposes 
this homogeneity, for specific purposes. 68 If /r/ is homo- 
geneous with /1/, /r/ can stand for /1/ also. Thus the 

rule P.1.1.51 tur aņ ra-parah) would mean: "The /a-N/ 
sounds which replace /r/ and /1/ are immediately followed 
by /r/." Pataūjali sees this situation arising. 69 He 
counters such a possibility by saying: "I shall rule that 
[the /a-N/ substitutes of] /1/ will be followed by /1/. 

This provision has to be given. [This provision] would 

be prescriptive, if the term 'homogeneous' is not [applied 
to /1/ with respect to /r/]. The same [provision] would 
help avoiding [the possibility of the /a-N/ replacements 

of /1/ being followed by] /r/, if [the term ‘homogeneous’ | 
is applied [to /1/ with respect to /r/] .'"70 This is a very 
significant statement. Patafijali suggests here that if /r/ 
and /V are not homogeneous, as in the view of Pänini, 

there is no fear of the /a-N/ substitutes of /1/ being followed 
by /r/. But then Panini does not provide that they will be 
followed by /1/ either. Such a proviso has to be made to 
account for the fictitious examples, or grammatical 
expressions involving /l/. 


3.13. Now a question arises as to how to understand 
Kātyāyana's statement on homogeneity of /r/ and /1/, in 

the light of his doctrine of universal-mention. Kātyāyana 
does not give us any direction in this case. Patafjali is 

also silent. Coming down to Bhartrhari, we find the following 
explanation: 


When we accept the statement that /r/ and /1/ are 
homogeneous, and also when P.1.1.69 is rejected 
due to universal-mention, then, despite the difference 
of the sound [/r/ and /1/ in /r/ and /1/] , they 

[i.e. /r/ and /1/] have the same universal, just 

as short and long | corresponding vowels have the 
same universal]. 
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Bhattoji Dīksita refuses to accept that /r/ and /1/ have the 
same sound-universal. According to his view, /r/ cannot 
cover /l/ unless we make a special provision. 72 He suggests 
that we should take out the term /a-N/ from P.1.1.69, 
following Kātyāyana, and put in /r/ inits place. Thus 
P.1.1.69 should be rewritten as /r/-udit savarnasya etc. 73 
This way /r/ will cover /1/. He also suggests that homo- 
geneity between /r/ and /l/ has to be optional, or otherwise 
it would create several other problems. 74 


Nāgeša accepts a different doctrine. He thinks that 
Kātyāyana's statement imposes the same universal on / r/ 
and /1/.75 Some of the commentaries on Nāgeša's Laghu- 
Sabdendu-$ekhara try to show that the word savarņa itself 
could be interpreted to mean "having the same universal" 
(sajātīya), since the word varna is sometimes synonymous 
with jäti in the sense of "caste.''76 In fact, Liebich 
does interpret the word savarna as: ''von gleicher Kaste" 
[see n. 344]. Hari Diksita refers to poetic interchange - 
ability of /r/ and /1/ and says that for these reasons the 
sounds/r/ and /l/ could have the same universal. TI Of 
course, Katyayana had a very specific purpose in prescribing 
their homogeneity, i.e. obtaining a general rule for guna 
and vrddhi of /1/ being followed by /1/. This seems to have 
been his only limited purpose. He needed this to explain 
usages with /1/, which came about through incapability of 
proper pronounciation (ašaktija) and imitation of such usages 
(anukarana) etc. No traditional grammarian ever clarified 
this limited purpose of this imposed homogeneity, except 
for the fact that Bhattoji Diksita thought it to be optional 
and not obligatory throughout the grammar. 


3.14. There is another kind of ambiguity involved in the 
notion of universal-mention, which has been discussed at 
some length by some of the later commentators. They 
classify universals into pervading universals (vyäpaka -jäti) 
and pervaded universals (vyāpya-jāti). The universal of 

the sound /a/ of which Kātyāyana and Patafijali speak covers 
and this is the pervading universal. However, there are 
also pervaded universals, such as the restricted /a/-ness, 
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which covers only the short varieties. Similarly, we can 

have /ā/-ness pervading only the long varieties, and /ā3/-ness 
pervading only the extra-long varieties. 78 Thus, we have 

the following scheme of coverage: 


/A/ -ness 
(pervading universal) 


/a/-ness /À/ -ness /ā3/-ness 
[/a/ /ā/ /à/ /&/ /&/ ā/] [/ā3/ /á3/ /à3/ /ā3/ /ā3/ /83/] 
[/ā/ /&/ /&/ /&/ /&/ /&/] 


It has also been discussed whether the Siva -sütras contain 
the pervading universals or the pervaded universals. Each 
of these alternatives has a different implication. If the 
Siva - sütras contain the pervading universals, then there is 
no need of the procedure of homogeneous -representation in 
those cases. But if they contain the pervaded universals, 
then we still need that procedure. Suffice it to say that 
Kātyāyana intended the first alternative. 


3.15. Asa merit of this theory of universal-mention, it 
should be pointed out that its acceptance helps us to get 

rid of the rule P.1.1.10 (nàjjhalau). This rule intends to 
deny any possible homogeneity between vowels and consonants. 
In the theory of universal-mention, vowels and consonants 
have different universals and hence there is no scope of 
homogeneity or co-universality of any vowels with consonants. 
Thus, despite the fact that /ā/ and /h/ have the same internal 
effort and point of articulation, they do have different 
universals, and hence there is no problem. This has been 
noticed by some of the commentaries on Náge$a's Laghu- 
Sabdendu-gekhara. 80 Another benefit could also be deri derived 
from this theory. Despite the difference of internal effort 
between /a/ and /a/, they share the same universal, and 
hence we do not need anything like Pänini's pronounciation 

of /a/ as vivrta "open," within the system, and its reinstate- 
ment to samvrta "closed" by P.8.4.68 (a. a). AsfarasI 
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know, no grammarian has noticed this point. As we shall 

see later, those grammatical traditions, which accepted 

the impressionalistic notion of varņa and savarņa, were 

never faced with this problem. Kātyāyana's notion of 
universal is equally based on such conventional impressionism, 
and he, therefore, did not have to face the problem that 

Panini was faced with. 


3.16. Pāņini's rule P.1.1.69 (an-udit savarnasya cāpratyayah) 
says: "The /a-N/ sounds and the sounds marked with 707 


represent their homogeneous sounds along with themselves, 
if they are not affixes." By this rule, the process of 
homogeneous-representation applies to vowels, semi-vowels 
and stops. In the view of universal-mention, however, a 
universal of /k/ cannot cover the homorganic stops. 
Kātyāyana is aware of this short-coming and he only suggests 
removal of /a -N/ sounds from homogeneous -representation. 
Thus he still retains homogeneous -representation for stops. 
This means, we would still need the rule: udit savarnasya. 
Since this rule contains the term savarna "homogeneous, " 
we still need the definition of homogeneity (P.1.1.9), which 
still remains a general definition and covers even those 
sounds, which are already covered by universal-mention. 
Thus the procedure of universal-mention cannot function 

by itself, and needs assistance of homogeneous -represen- 
tation. On the other hand, the latter can very well function 
by itself. The difficulty in accepting both the procedures 
simultaneously is that both of them presuppose opposite 
philosophical doctrines. Nāgeša points out that P.1.1.69 

is based on vyakti-väda "doctrine of individuals," and on 
distinctiveness of pitch, nasality and quantity. 93 The 
principle of universal-mention, on the other hand, presupposes 
that a sound, by nature, stands for its universal, which 
naturally covers varieties differing in pitch, nasality and 
quantity. What is intended is a universal, and an individual 
is given Dy because there is no other way of expressing 
the universal. 


3.17. Even if we decide to follow universal-mention and 
omit /a-N/ from P.1.1.69, we still do not achieve simplicity 
of description. The condition apratyayah "non-affixal"” 
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in P.1.1.69 says that affixal sounds cannot stand for their 
homogeneous sounds. Nāgeša points out that we still need 
this condition in universal-mention. This is comparable 
to Kātyāyana's treatment of P.1.1.70 (taparas tat-kālasya) 
which says that a vowel followed by the marker /T/ stands 
only for homogeneous varieties of the same quantity. 86 
Kātyāyana says that this rule operates even in universal- 
mention. 87 Pataūjali explains that a vowel without /T/ 
may cover all co-universal (sajātīya) varieties. To restrict 
this, wherever we need, to varieties of the same quantity, 
we must use the marker /T/. 88 Nāgeša realizes similarity 
between this argument and the restriction made by the 
condition apratyayah in P.1.1.69. 89 


3.18. Finally, we should investigate some of the subtle 
problems created by universal-mention, which can certainly 
be avoided by a proper interpretation of Panini's savarna- 

rahana. In the final interpretation of P.1.1.69, only the 
Ja sounds as they are listed in the Siva-sütras have the 
capacity of representing their homogeneous sounds. Thus, 
/a/ can represent varieties of /ā/ and /33/, but /à/ cannot 
represent either /a/ or /ā3/.9 By P.1.1.70 (taparas 
tat-kālasya) a vowel followed by /T/ stands only for homo- 
geneous sounds of the same quantity. Thus, in the case of 
/a-N/ sounds, this rule becomes restrictive, while it 
becomes prescriptive for non-/a -N/ sounds. 


In universal-mention, in principle, any instance 
stands for its universal and that universal covers all co- 
universalvarieties. Thus, the difference between /a-N/ and 
and non-/a-N/ sounds would be obliterated. If every vowel 
can represent, through its universal, all co-universal 
varieties, then the meta -element /T/ becomes universally 
restrictive (niyamaka), and does not remain prescriptive 
(vidhāyaka) in any case. Thus /ā/ could also represent 
eighteen co-universal varieties, like /a/. 


Bhartrhari and Kaiyata do realize this problem. 92 
They claim that /ā/ would not stand for /a/, because /a/ 
involves additional effort. If /a/ and /a/ both can represent 
all co-universal varieties, then why would one use /ä/ 
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instead of /a/? This is a very good practical argument, 
but it has no philosophical value. 


3.19. Nāgeša guotes a view held by some of the earlier 
grammarians. These grammarians think that /a/ expresses 
the pervading universal (vyāpaka-jāti), but /ā/ expresses 
only a pervaded universal (vyāpya-jāti). This pervaded 
universal /ä/-ness covers only long varieties. 93 But actually 
this does not work. m 


For instance, P.7.2.84 (astana ä vibhaktau) 
prescribes the replacement /ä/ for the final /n/ of astan 
under certain conditions. Historically, the condition 
apratyayah "non-affixal'" in P.1.1.69 (an-udit savarnasya 
cäpratyayah) restricts only affixes from homogeneous- 
representation, and does not apply to substitutes. 94 Thus, 
if /ā/ can cover six co-universal varieties, including the 
nasal varieties, then by P.1.1.50 (stäne'ntaratamah), a 
nasal /ä/ would be substituted for the nasal /n/ of astan. 
Kätyäyana himself realized this difficulty. He answered it 
by pointing out that /ä/ is a non-/a-N/ sound, and hence it 
cannot stand for its homogeneous sounds by P.1.1.69. 
Therefore, only a non-nasal /ā/ will be substituted for /n/ 
in astan. 95 But this solution would not really work in the 
procedure of universal-mention, if /ä/ were to stand 
for a pervaded universal (vyāpya-jāti), covering all the 
long varieties. 


3.20. There is another example which shows Pāņini's 
preciseness of formulations, which would be totally disturbed 
in universal-mention. P.3.1.111 (i ca khanah) prescribes 
the substitute long /ī/ for /n/ in the root khan and also an 
affix KyaP. Thus we have khan + KyaP leading to kha+ i +ya, 
and finally to kheya. It seems strange that Panini should 
give long /i/ as the substitute, instead of giving short /i/. 
Even Bhattoji Diksita felt that Panini should have given 
short /i/.96 As it is mentioned éarlier, historically, 
substitutes in Panini's grammar could represent their 
homogeneous sounds. Even Kātyāyana realized this fact, 
but it was later obscured by discussions in Patafijali. 97 

If Panini were to give short /i/as the substitute for /n/ 
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in khan, this short /i/ being an /a-N/ sound would represent 
its homogeneous varieties, including nasal varieties. Thus, 
/n/ would be substituted by a nasal /i/, finally leading to 

an undesirable nasal /ē/ in khéya*. Since Pānini realized 
this, he gave long /i/ as the substitute for /n/. Thisis 

not an /a -N/ sound and hence it cannot represent any 
homogeneous sounds. Thus, there is no possibility of 
obtaining the undesirable form khéya*. If we accept 
universal-mention, then /i/ could also cover its co-universal 
varieties and that would lead to the above mentioned problem. 


3.21. From the above given analysis of universal-mention, 
it will be clear that it is not sufficient to replace Pāņini's 
homogeneous -representation, unless a grammarian accepting 
this theory is prepared to build another structure of rules 
which would properly control its over-extensions. Kätyäyana 
seems to have given only a rough hypothesis. However, 
Kātyāyana's theory did not go unnoticed in the history of 
Sanskrit grammar. He had two illustrious followers, namely 
Candragomin and Šākatāyana. These two grammarians 

tried to develop Kātyāyana's suggestions in different ways. 
Their grammars will be studied later in Chapter XII. 


CHAPTER IV 
PATANJALI'S PROPOSAL OF PRAYATNA-BHEDA 


4.1. Pānini's rule P.1.1.9 (tulyäsya -prayatnarh savarņam) 
says that two sounds having the same points of articulation 
and internal effort are mutually homogeneous. Then he 
formulates P.1.1.10 (nājjhalau) which denies mutual homo- 
geneity to sounds denoted by the shortforms /a-C/ and 
/ha-L/. No vowels denoted by /a-C/ are homogeneous 
with any consonants denoted by /ha-L/. Since Panini 
formulates this rule, we must assume that at least some 
vowels and consonants have the same internal effort. The 
tradition believes that, according to Panini, vowels and 
üsmans, i.e./$/, /s/, /s/ and /h/ are vivrta "open." 
There are many Siksäs and other texts which do not sub- 
classify these two groups according to their internal effort. 99 
Thus, /ä/ and /h/ are both kanthya "produced in the throat" 
and open. Similarly, /i/ and Be both palatal and open. 
Thus these sounds would be mutually homogeneous, unless 
prevented by P.1.1.10 (näjjhalau). 100 


4.2. Kātyāyana and Patafijali discuss problems concerning 
the interpretation of P.1.1.10. In the prima facie view 
(pürva-paksa), it is assumed that homogeneous -representation 
(P.1.1.69) applies to the terms /a-C/ and /ha-L/ in P.1.1.10. 
Kaiyata explains that, if P.1.1.69 is applied to P.1.1.10, 
then /i/ included in /a-C/ could stand for its homogeneous 
sounds including /$/.101 Similarly, /a/ could stand for /h/. 
Normally, an exclusion rule applies first, and then the 
general rule applies. However, in this case, the negation 
rule has yet to come into being. We cannot deny homogeneity 
of /a -C /sounds with /ha-L/ sounds, before interpreting 

these very terms, and there that denial cannot apply. Now 

if /i/ in /a-C/ stands for /8/, and /$/ also occurs in 

/ha-L/, then /$/ would be non-homogeneous with itself. 
Similarly, /h/ included in /ha-L/ is an /a-N/ sound, and 
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hence by P.1.1.69, it could stand for all varieties of /a/. This 
would result in non-homogeneity of all the varieties of /a/ with 
each other and with themselves, 102 


4.3. Kātyāyana realized this problem. Thus, he says: 
"In the prohibition | of homogeneity] between /a-C/ and 
/ha-L/ sounds, the prohibition [of homogeneity] of /8/ 
[with /$/ obtains] , since [/$/ is both] an /a-C/ sound 
and a /ha-L/ sound.''103 Patanjali explains that /$/ is an 
/a-C/ sound because it is represented by /i/, anditisa 
/ha-L/ sound because it is so listed in the group. 104 

P.8. 4.65 (jharo jhari savarne) prescribes deletion of a 
sound included in the group /jha-R/, if it is followed by a 
homogeneous sound from the same group, and preceded by 
any consonant. Pataūjali points out that non-homogeneity 
of /$/ with itself would prohibit deletion of /$/ followed 
by /8/.105 


4,4, To this difficulty, Kātyāyana offers two solutions. 
Here, we shall only be concerned with the first solution: 
"The desired result is achieved, since [/$/] is not an 
/a-C/ sound.''106 This statement is given without any 
supporting reasons.107 However, we have an explanation 
from Patafijali: 


The desired result is achieved. How? [It is achieved], 
since [/$/] is not an /a-C/ sound. Why is [ /$/] 

not an /a-C/ sound? [Consider the following:] The 
articulator of stops is in contact | with the point of 
articulation] . [The articulator] of semi-vowels 

is in slight contact. [The articulator] of ismans 

is with a gap, i.e. open. Here the word "slight" 
continues. [The articulator] of vowels is also open. 
Here the word "slight" is not continued. 108 


and vowels as vivrta "open," Patafijali avoids homogeneity 
of /i/ and /$/. Thus /i/ cannot stand for /$/, and hence 
the undesired non-homogeneity of /$/ with /$/ does not 
result. 
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4.5. Patafijali's subclassification of vivrta "open" removes 
the particular problem, but ata great cost. It makes P.1.1.10 
(nājjhalau) totally redundant. If ūsmans and vowels differ 

in their internal effort, then actually there is no possibility 
whatsoever of any vowel ever being homogeneous with any 
consonant. Thus, there is no need for Panini to make any 
rule suchas P.1. M: 10. Kaiyata realizes that Patafijali's 
suggestion leads to the rejection of P.1.1.10.109 This 
realization is also shared by later grammarians like Bhattoji 
Diksita. 110 But some of the later texts like the Laghu - 
siddhānta -kaumudī of Varadaraja adopt this subclassification 
in their phonetic description. 11 


The tradition clearly attributes this subelassification 
to Patafijali. 112 Actually, some later grammarians ascribe 
to Patafijali a sevenfold classification of Bx effort by 
incorporating four subdivisions of vivrta, i.e. isad-vivrta 
"slightly open," vivrta "open," vivrta tā "more open and 
vivrta -tama "most « open. 114 These > distinctions are seen 


also in several other Šiksās and Prätisäkhyas.1 


Patafijali himself uses these distinctions to avoid 
homogeneity of /a/ [which is presumed to be open within 
the grammar] with /e/ and /o/ which are said to be more 
open. 116 There are again differences of opinion in this 
respect. Nägesa holds that these subclassifications must 
be accepted to give a phonetic explanation of w why /e/ and 
/o/ are not homogeneous with /ai/ and /au/.117 Otherwise, 
one must say that they are not homogeneous simply because 
Pāņini lists them separately in the Siva-sūtras. 


4.6. Some of the later commentators show a clear awareness 
of the historically Pàninian view in this matter. Thus, 
Bhattoji Diksita says that üsmans and vowels have the same 
internal effort. 118 Hari Diksita warns us that we should 

not believe that Panini intends the distinctions given by 
Patanjali.119 Nagega declares that the subclassifications 

of "open-ness" are not distinctive as far as homogeneity 

is concerned, and this is indicated by the fact that Pāņini 
gives P.1.1.10. 120 In one place Nagega thinks that P.1.1.10 
echoes Patafijali's subclassifications, 121 put later comes 
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back and says that these distictions constitute a virtual 
rejection of P.1.1.10.122 


4.7. Historically, the question we may ask is if Pataūjali 
invented this subclassification, or he just adopted an already 
established doctrine. Franz Kielhorn says: 


Patafijali, in his comments on the varttika: siddham 
anactvat on P.1.1.10, appears (in the words: 


oT mm — s = LL. 


the Apisali, --unless indeed the rules given by him 
should have been quoted from the Atharvaveda 
Prätisäkhya I, 29-32 (sprstam sparšānām karanam/ 
isat-sprstam antahsthänäm/ üsmanäm vivrtam ca 
svarāņām ca). 123 


.*— — 


the text quoted by Patafijali, itis clear that he has not 
quoted the Apisali-$iksä-sütras. There is a definite 
resemblance between the text quoted by Patafijali and the 
Atharvaveda Prätisäkhya. Thieme actually holds that 
Patafijali is quoting the APr, and hence must be later 
than the APr, 125 - 


Itis, however, not clear if the APr exactly intends 
what Patafijali's interpretation seems to speak. On the 
APr 1.31 (ūsmanām vivrtam ca), Whitney says: 


The final ca of the rule indicates, according to the 
commentators, that īsat-sprstam is also to be 

inferred from the previous rule: in the formation of 

the spirants, the organ is both in partial contact and 
open --a rather awkward way of saying, apparently, 
that its position is neither very close nor very open. 126 
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The APr thus may not exactly be speaking of Patafijali's 
isad-vivrta, but it certainly differentiates spirants from 
vowels in Their internal effort. 


4.8. This brings us to a new possible historical link. We 
have been using the name "Atharvaveda Prätisäkhya, '' 
along with Thieme and others, for a text, which actually 
bears the title Saunakiyä Caturādhyāyikā, in the solitary 
Berlin MS from which it was edited by Whitney. Whitney 
gave it the title of APr. But new manuscripts bearing the 
title 'APr'' have come up, which are quite different from 
Whitney's APr. Important to us is the discovery of a 
manuscript titled Kautsa-vyākaraņa by Sadashiv L. Kātre, 
in 1938 [ref. "Kautsa-Vyākaraņa: A Detailed Notice," 
New Indian Antiquary, Vol. I, 1938-9, pp. 383-396]. 
This article gives all deviations of this Kautsa -vyäkarana 
from Whitney's APr. Despite some minor divergences, 
these two texts are identical. This is extremely important. 
If this Kautsa is identical with Kautsa who is Pänini's 
disciple [ref: Mahäbhäsya on P.3.2.108: upasedivän 
kautsah pàninim] , that could substantially add to our 
knowledge of the historical development of the Paninian 
tradition. 


4.9. Hypothetically accepting Kautsa's identity as a student 
of Panini, we may speak of some continuous historical 
development. Panini did not subclassify vivrta "open," 

and thus has composed P.1.1.10. Then came his disciple, 
Kautsa, who in his Prātišākhya did subclassify spirants 

and vowels. Then, we find Kātyāyana giving two alternatives 
to solve problems in P.1.1.10, i.e. a) anactvat "since 
spirants are not vowels," and b) vākyāparisamāpter va va 
"incompletion of a sentence. " As we shall see later, the 
second alternative is based on retaining P.1.1.10, which 
implies that vowels and spirants have the same effort. The 
first alternative, however, distinguishes spirants from vowels. 
What is not clear is the ground on which this distinction 

is made. Itis possible that Kātyāyana was aware of the 
distinctions made by Kautsa. We may find some tentative 
support to conclude that Katyayana knew the difference 
concerning internal effort of vowels and spirants. Thieme 
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has almost conclusively proved the identity of Kātyāyana, 
the Vārttikarkāra, and Kātyāyana, the author of the 
Väjasaneyi Prārišākhya [see: n. 284]. The definition of 
savarna in the VPr [see: 10.5.2] is virtually identical with 
P.1.1.9, and yet there is no homogeneity of any vowels 
with spirants, since, as Uvata points out, vowels are 
asprsta "without contact" and spirants are ardha-sprsta_ 
"with halfway contact." With the same assumption, perhaps, 
Kātyāyana differentiated vowels and spirants in his varttika: 
anactvat on P.1.1.10. However, realizing that this is not 
Panini's view, he offered the other explanation: 
vākyāparisamāpter va. Finally, Patafijali came out with 
explicit discussion of this problem. Thus, this suggestion 
of prayatna-bheda can be ascribed to Patafijali, only in the 
sense that he came out with this explicit discussion for the 
first time in the Pāņinian tradition. 


4.10. Anyway, Patafijali does not stand alone in differen- 
tiating the internal effort of spirants from that of vowels. 
The Yajus recension of the Pàniniya-$iksa (verse 30) 
considers vowels to be asprsta "without contact" and spirants 
to be nema-sprsta "with halfway contact. 127 But the 


These sütras which are probably of a late origin seem to 
record both the traditions. The Apišali-šiksā-sūtras, 


discussion. 


CHAPTER V 
A NON-TRADITIONAL APPROACH 


5.1. By a non-traditional approach, I intend the following 
axioms: a) A rule can apply to itself, and b) a rule can 
apply to another rule, even if the first presupposes the 
second. In the present context, this would mean that 
P.1.1.69 applies to itself, and it also applies to P.1.1.10. 
In the Paninian tradition, no one has adopted this view, 
which amounts to a criticism of the notion of vakyaparisamapti 
"incompletion of a sentence," a procedure adopted by 
Katyayana and the rest of the Paninian tradition. The 

details of this procedure will be discussed in the following 
chapter, but basically it says that P.1.1.69 cannot apply 

to itself, nor to P.1.1.10. S. P. Chaturvedi (1933) launched 
a heavy criticism of this traditional way of interpreting 
Panini. He says that the procedure of vakyaparisamapti 
"which is propounded by Bhāsyakāra Patafijali...should be 
regarded as ekadeši-bhāsya and not as a siddhanta~bhasya"’ 
[Chaturvedi (1933), p. 168]. He further says: 


This doctrine cuts at the very root of the Paninian 
system and its acceptance will lead to many compli- 
cations. The Astādhyāyi of Panini is a whole inter - 
connected work. For the formation of a single word, 
we have to apply sūtras from various parts of the 
work. Each sūtra should be interpreted in the light 
of what we know from the other sutras. It is wrong 
to maintain that at the time of interpretation of 
najjhalau -tulyasya~prayatnarh savarnam (I.i.9, 10), 
we connot take help from the sūtra anuditsavarnasya 
capratyayah (I.i.69), its meaning being still unknown 
to us according to vākyāparisamāptinyāya. When we 
interpret the pratyāhāra 'ac' in nājjhalau, we should 
do so as we interpret other pratyaharas in the 
Astādhyāyi. [Chaturvedi (1933), p. 170] 
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With this argument, Chaturvedi criticizes Bhattoji Dīksita 

and proposes that either we should apply P.1.1.69 to 

P.1.1.10 and abandon vākyāparisamāptinyāya or accept the 
subclassification of vivrta "open" [Chaturvedi (1933), p. 173]. 
p. 173]. As we shall later discuss in detail, Chaturvedi's 
argument is wrong on several counts, The vakyaparisamapti 
precedes Patafijali and is found in Katyayana, who uses it 

in many contexts as the only explanation of apparent problems 
in Pāņini's rules. [Sec. 6.14-15] 


No other scholar has openly accepted a view like 
Chaturvedi's, but there are many cases of implied acceptance. 
For instance, S. C. Vasu translates P.1.1.69 as: 


The letters of the pratyahara a-N, i.e. the vowels 

and semi-vowels, and a term having u for its indicatory 
letter refer to their own form as well as to their 
homogeneous letters, except when they are used 

as pratyayas. 13 


With this goes the comment: 


The pratyāhāra a-N in this sūtra includes all the 
vowels (underlining mine) and liquids. 136 


This is clearly applying P.1.1.69 to P.1.1.69. Letus 
also glance at Vasu's translation of P.1.1.10. 


There is, however, no homogeneity between vowels 
and consonants, 137 


Colebrook, B6htlingk and Renou have exactly parallel 
translations. 138 The term /a-C/ in P.1.1.10 cannot mean 
all vowels, unless P.1.1.69 is applied to P.1.1.10. 
Without its application, /a-C/ would stand only for /a/, 
A, fu/, /r/, I, /e/, /o/, /ai/ and /au/ as they are 
listed in the Siva-sütras. This would indicate that these 
scholars have applied P.1.1.69 to P.1.1.10. 


5.2. Recently, S. D. Joshi has provided some discussion 
of P.1.1.69 and its interpretation. Kaiyata quotes an 
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older maxim: grahanan-grahane grahanabhavah, which is 
rendered by S. D. Joshi as: "(One can) not (apply the 
principle of) grahaņa (i.e. P.1.1.69) to the term /a-N/ 

in the grahana rule (itself). 139 In a footnote to this, he says: 
"The pratyāhāra /a-N/ includes all vowels (underlining 
mine), semi-vowels and /h/."140 This is quite similar to 
Vasu's comment and implies that Joshi is applying P.1.1.69 
to itself. In fact, S. D. Joshi is quite aware of the exact 
meaning of the traditional maxim and of some of the effects 
of not accepting it. This is what he has to remark: 


The quotation is probably from the lost part of 
Bhartrhari's Mahābhāsya-Dīpikā. The term /aN/ 
in P.1.1.69 refers only to those vowels which are 
included in the pratyāhāra /aN/. The rule P.1.1.69 
states that these vowels represent their homorganic 
varieties also. Now if P.1.1.69 is applied in 
P.1.1.69 itself, it would give the meaning that the 
vowels included in /aN/ and their savarna (homorganic) 
varieties stand for their savarna varieties. This 
means that the vowels long /à/ etc. also represent 
the corresponding short varieties. 141 


The reader is not sure if S. D. Joshi prefers applying the 
rule to itself, as his footnote would have us believe, or he 
is simply explaining what would happen if the rule applies 
to itself. In view of this confusing state of affairs, we need 
to go into a detailed examination of this alternative. Some 
of the alleged examples of a rule applying to itself are 
P.1.3.3 (hal-antyam) and P.7.3.119 (ac ca gheh). We shall 
discuss these cases critically and study the question of a 
rule applying to itself in more general terms. 


5.3. P.1.3.3 (hal-antyam) literally means: "The final 

hal is termed it.'' Does the term hal in the rule stand for 
the Siva-siitra: /ha-L/, or does it represent the shortform 
/ha-L/? The rule which forms shortforms, i.e. P.1.1. 71 
(adir antyena sahetā), says: "The initial sound, along with 
the final it sound, stand for the initial sound and the sounds 
which are in between." This rule presupposes the definition 
of it, i.e. P.1.1.3. On the other hand, if /ha-L/ in P.1.3.3 


42 


is to be a shortform, it presupposes P.1.1.71. Thisisa 
case of interdepencence.142 Kātyāyana's final solution to 
this problem runs as: "[The desired result is established] 
alternatively by [considering hal in P.1.3.3 to be] a mention 
[of both the Siva-sütra: /ha-L/ and the shortform /ha-L/] 
by a single -remainder transformation (ekasesa).''143 
Patafijali says that hal in the rule, by single-remainder, 
stands for two words of the same shape.144 For instance, 
the dual rāmau is derived, in Panini's system, from two 
singulars, i.e. ramah and ramah, which have the same 
phonetic shape and the same case, by P.1.2.64 (sarūpāņām 
ekasesa eka-vibhaktau). Kaiyata believes that the first 
word /ha-L/ is a genitive Tatpurusa compound meaning ''/1/ 
near /ha/" (hasya lah). The second word /ha-L/ is a 
shortform. 1 Thus the first interpretation of P.1.3.3 is: 
"The sound near /ha/, /1/, is it." Then by P.1.1.71, we 
can form the shortform /ha-L/ beginning with /h(a)/ in 

the Siva-sütra: /h(a)/ /y(a)/ /v(a)/ /r(a)/ /T/ and ending 
in the marker /L/ of the Siva-sütra: /h(a)/ /L/. This 
covers all consonants. With this shortform /ha-L/. we 
come back to P.1.3.3. Now the rule means that all consonants 
occurring at the end of given units are termed it. Nāgeša 
doubts Kaiyata's interpretation of genitive compound, 146 
and thinks that Patafijali has actually opted for repeating 

the rule. This is the interpretation of Bhattoji Dīksita. 147 


This repetition of the rule and separate interpre- 
tation of the two instances of P.1.3.3 is designed to avoid 
mutual dependence with P.1.1.71, as wellas for avoiding 
the so-called application of P.1.3.3 to itself. What we have 
are two rules with the same wording, and not one and the 
same rule being applied to itself. It is clear that the two 
interpretations of P.1.3.3 do not apply to each other, and 
also they do not apply within themselves. 


5.4. Another alleged instance is P. 7.3. 119 (ac ca gheh). 
In the rule, we have the form gheh, genitive singular of 
the stem ghi-. The technical term ghi- stands for nominal 
stems ending in short /i/ and /u/, excluding sakhi- and 
those nominals which are termed nadī (P.1.4.7 ($eso ghy 
asakhi). The word ghi- itself fulfills all the conditions for 
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the technical designation ghi-. The commentators admit 
that only because ghi- is termed ghi-, can we have guņa 
replacement of AP in ghi in the form gheh by P.6.1.111 
(gher niti). 148 Thus the technical term ghi applies to 
ghi- itself. 


5.5. This is quite different from saying that a rule applies 
to itself. We have to make a distinction between the 
expression of a rule and its contents. If the theoretical 
contents of a rule apply to themselves, then it is a case of 

a rule applying to itself. However, if the contents of a rule 
apply to the expression of itself, then this is a different kind 
of dependence. As linguistic utterances, there is actually 
no difference between the expression of a grammatical rule 
and a sentence in a drama. The traditional grammarians 
have squarely dealt with this problem. For instance, in 
terms of contents, P.6.1.101 (akah savarne dirghah): 

"If an /a-K/ sound is followed by a homogeneous sound, 

both are replaced by a long variety'' is dependent on P.1.1.9 
(tulyasya-prayatnarh savarnam) which defines homogeneity. 
However, in the expression of P.1.1.9, we have a sandhi 

of tulya and àsya, which depends on the contents of P.6.1.101. 
Bhattoji discusses this example and points out that as 
linguistic utterances illustrating a certain grammatical 
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example of a rule applying to itself. 


5.6. Some grammarians held that sandhi rules do not 
apply to the Siva-sūtras because the sandhi rules have yet 
to come into being. The expression of sandhi rules depends 
on shortforms, which depend on the Siva-sütras. Nāgeša 
points out that this is a false argument. The rule which 
applies in upendra should also apply in /a-i-u-Ņ/. The 
reason there is no sandhi is that it would create a lot of 
confusion in identifying the sounds in the list. This is the 
real reason. 150 


5.7. We have already considered the undesirable effects 
of applying P.1.1.69to P.1.1.10, in Sec. 4.2-3. Here we 
shall discuss the effects of applying P.1.1.69 to itself. 
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We already have some hints from S. D. Joshi. Here we 
have also to consider P.1.1.70 (taparas tatkālasya). This 
rule says: "A sound marked with /T/ stands only for the 
homogeneous varieties of the same quantity." If we do 
not apply P.1.1.69 to itself, then we have the following: 
[A] [1] /a/ stands for eighteen varieties. 
[2] /ā/ stands for itself. 

[3] /aT/ stands for six short varieties. 
[4] /äT/ stands for six long varieties. 


If we apply P.1.1.69 to itself, then we have the following: 
[B] [1] /a/ stands for eighteen varieties. 
[2] /ä/ stands for eighteen varieties. 
[3] /aT/ stands for six short varieties. 
[4] /aT/ stands for six long varieties. 


This shows the difference between the two alternatives. 

The alternative [B] is very much like Kātyāyana's theory 
of universal-mention. If /à/ or any non-/a-N/ sound could 
represent its homogeneous varieties, that creates problems 
which are common with Kātyāyana's universal-mention. 

[cf. Sec. 3.18]. 


9.8. There are also other implications of applying P.1.1.69 
to itself. In this alternative, the difference between /a-N/ 
Sounds and non-/a-N/ sounds is obliterated. The same 
would apply to sounds marked with /U/, and sounds 
represented by sounds marked with /U/. Non-/a-N/ vowels 
and semi-vowels would be capable of representing their 
homogeneous sounds. Similarly, sounds marked with /U/ 
and sounds represented by such sounds would also be capable 
of representing their homogeneous sounds. Just as /à/ 
could represent all the eighteen varieties, similarly /kh/ 
could also represent /k/, /kh/, /g/, /gh/ and /n/. The 
same would happen to other series of stops. 


5.9. Though this is obviously not what Pānini intended, 
such an implication seems to follow from V. N. Misra's 
translation of P.1.1.69: 
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A member of the /a-N/2 group (vowel, semi-vowel 
and /h/) or of the groups /kU/, /cU/, /tU/, /tU/, 
/pU/, stands for itself as well as for its homorganic 
correspondents, but only when it is not a component 
of a suffix.15 


Misra speaks of the group /a-Ņ/2 as "vowel, semi-vowel 
and /h/" and not just sounds as listed in the Šiva-sūtras. 
Thus, he is certainly applying P.1.1.69 to itself. Misra 
goes even further. The other part of his translation could 
mean two things. It may mean that each of the groups /kU/ 
etc. stands for itself and its homorganic correspondents, 
or any member of any of these groups stands for itself and 
for its homorganic correspondents. Both of these are 
inaccurate statements. 


5.10. All the above discussed implications of applying 
P.1.1.69 to itself would come to mean that all vowels, 
semi-vowels and stops are capable of representing their 
homogeneous varieties. If this were Pāņini's intention, 

he could have formulated the shortform /a-Y/ to cover all 
these sounds and could have formulated P.1.1.69 as: ay 
savarnasya capratyayah. Actually such an interpretation of 
P.1.1.69 would seriously put Pāņini's entire grammar in 
jeopardy. This searching analysis would show that the 
alternative of applying P.1.1.69 to itself is neither historically 
Paninian, nor theoretically effective, and hence must be 
abandoned. 


CHAPTER VI 
BACK TO PĀŅINI 


6.1. After considering the un-Pāņinian alternatives, we 
now come back to an interpretation, which in all probability 
is Pāninian. On P.1.1.10, Kātyāyana first presents a 
prima facie view that P.1.1.69 applies to P.1.1.10. The 
problems resulting from this have been discussed in Sec. 
4.2. To solve these problems, Kātyāyana offers two 
solutions. The first solution and its interpretation by 
Patafijali are also discussed in Sec. 4.3-4. The second 
solution given by Kātyāyana initiates the procedure of 
vākyāparisamāpti "incompletion of a sentence." Kätyäyana 
says: "| The desired result that /$/ is homogeneous with 
itself, and is not homogeneous with /i/ is established] 
alternatively by padepone the procedure of] incompletion 
of a sentence. ''152 On this Patanjali gives the following 
explanation: 


What is this incompletion of a sentence? First 
there is the teaching of sounds [in the Siva-sütras] . 
[The definition of] the term it [in P.1.3.3] follows 
the teaching of sounds. [The definition of] a 
pratyāhāra "shortform" [i.e. P.1.1.71] follows 
[the definition of] the term it. [The definition of] 
the term savarna "homogeneous" [in P.1.1.9] 
follows [the definition of] shortforms. [The 
definition of] savarna-grahana "homogeneous - 
representation" [in P.1.1.69] follows [the definition 
of] the term "homogeneous." By this complete and 
interlinked sentence, there is representation of 
homogeneous sounds elsewhere | but not within any 
link of this sentence] . 193 


The Paninian procedure of homogeneous-representation is 
built up of five stages, each of which is dependent on the 
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previous stage, and all the five stages are linked together 
like clauses of a complex sentence. To some extent, this 
linking could be compared with an inferential process, where 
the product of a previous inference becomes the premise of 
the next inference. The Naiyāyikas consider stages within 
an inference to be like clauses of a sentence, and hence the 
expression Of a full inference used to convince others 
(parārtha) is called a ''five-limbed sentence" (paficangika - 
vakya). 4 Representation of homogeneous sounds is the 
cumulative effect of this ordered sequence of rules, and the 
procedure does not apply to any rule within the closed group. 


6.2. Patafijali says that the definition of the term savarna 
"homogeneous" follows the definition of shortforms. This 

is at first confusing. P.1.1.9 (tulyäsya-prayatnam savarnam) 
does not involve any shortforms, and does not depend on 

the definition of shortforms (P.1.1.71). However, as 
Bhattoji Diksita points out, P.1.1.10 needs to be interpreted 
before P.1.1.9. P.1.1.10 (nājjhalau) literally means: 

"The sounds denoted by the shortforms /a-C/ and /ha-L/ 
are not mutually homogeneous.' This rule involves two 
shortforms. According to the Päninian tradition, an 
exception rule is to be interpreted before interpreting the 
general rule. The same sequence belongs to their 
application. If we first have mutual homogeneity of 

/a -C / and /ha-L/ sounds by P.1.1.9, and then deny it by 
p.1.1.10, it would be like asking a man who has already 
eaten not to eat. Thus, the definition of homogeneity 
indirectly depends on the definition of shortforms. We 
cannot interpret P.1.1.69 before interpreting P.1.1.9, 
since we cannot interpret the procedure of homogeneous- 
representation before defining ''homogeneous.'' This ordered 
dependence of rules is the essence of incompletion of a 
sentence, for any rule within the structure. 


6.3. The reason why P.1.1.69 cannot apply to P.1.1.10 
is that we cannot understand P.1.1.69 before interpreting 
P.1.1.9, and P.1.1.9 cannot be interpreted before inter- 
preting P.1.1.10. Thus, ina way, P.1.1.69 does not 
exist, while interpreting P.1.1.10.158 Hari Diksita points 
out that what counts is the logical or cognitive sequence of 
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rules in terms of their dependency reguirement. 159 Thieme 
explains this situation: 


Bezüglich der in Pän.1.1.10 (nājjhalau "ein 'ac' und 
ein 'hal' sind nicht gleichlautig") genannten pratyähära 
hat zwar 1.1.69 nicht statt, da erst nachdem die 
Definition der 'Gleichlautigkeit' vollständig gegeben 
ist, der Ausdruck savarnasya in 1.1.69 verstanden 
werden kann. An anderen Stellen der Grammatik, 

wo ein pratyāhāra genannt wird, hat jedoch 1.1.69 
statt, und nennen die in den pratyahara pq d 
Laute auch ihre 'gleichlautigen' Partner, z.B. 

in akah in 6. 1.101 enthaltene /i/ auch langes Hl: 7 160 


Thus, P.1.1.69 does not apply to P.1.1.10. 


6.4. Similarly, P.1.1.69 cannot apply to itself. Bhartrhari 
explains the logic behind this: 


However, here in P.1.1.69, there is no homogeneous- 
representation by P.1.1.69. Whatis the reason? In 
this rule (i.e. P.1.1.69), the relation of a sound 

with the designated items (i.e. homogeneous sounds) 
is not yet established. [Thus] the rule of homogeneous- 
representation does not apply to the shortform /a-N/ 
in the same rule, because [a] the procedure of 
representation has not yet come about, [b] there 

is no other rule of such representation, and [c] an 
action [of a thing] is contradicted with respect to 

the same [thing] .161 


Thus, while interpreting a statement, we cannot take for 
granted its own meaning. Otherwise, we would be involved 

in the fallacy of circularity. Finally, Bhattoji Diksita points 
out two historical aspects of this procedure. In this procedure, 
both P.1.1.10 and P.1.1.69 are necessary, and vowels and 
spirants have the same internal effort. 162 Compared to 

other alternatives, these aspects make this alternative more 
historically true to Pāņini's system. 
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6.5. Atthis point, we have to dive deeper into some of 

the most fundamental aspects of Pänini's theory of homo- 
geneity. He felt the necessity of adopting this procedure 

of homogeneous-representation, because the features of 
pitch, nasality and quantity are basically distinctive. On 
P.1.1.1 (vrddhir ād-aic), Kātyāyana says: "The marker 

/T/ is attached to /à/ [In P.1.1.1] to obtain [ representation 
of| homogeneous sounds [of the same quantity]. Since 

pitch is a distinctive feature, [the non-/a-N/ sound /ā/ 
cannot by itself stand for any of its homogeneous sounds] . "163 
The sound /à/ as uttered by Pāņini must have had some pitch, 
and it must be distinct from /à/ sounds with a different 

pitch. Thus, /à/ with a certain pitch, by itself, cannot 

stand for /ā/ with a different pitch. Since /à/ is a non-/a-N/ 
sound, P.1.1.69 cannot help it. Thus, addition of the marker 
/T / is the only solution. 


Patafijali, on the other hand, holds a different view. 
He counters Kātyāyana's explanation with the following 
comment: 


The only correct view is that [for Pāņini] the 
features [of pitch etc. | are not distinctive. What 
is the basis for such a view? The reason is that 
[Pāņini] specifically states a certain vowel to be 
highpitched in P. 7.1. 75 (asthi -dadhi -sakthy -aksnäm 
anan udāttah). If the features were distinctive, 

then he might have simply uttered the highpitched 
vowel. 


If these features are not distinctive, it does not matter 
with what feature Pànini pronounced /ā/ in P.1.1.1; it will 
still represent other varieties of /ā/, without P.1.1.69. 
Patafijali clearly says: "Thus, the marker /T/ in P.1.1.1 
is simply to remove doubts," and has no prescriptive 
function as interpreted by Kātyāyana. 


6.6. Despite Patafijali's arguments, Kātyāyana's view 

has a richer significance. It represents the historical 

truth as far as Pāņini's original system is concerned. 

Panini needed homogeneous -representation, because basically, 


pitch, nasality and quantity are distinctive. This has been 
brought out by Kātyāyana: "Because of the difference of 
[sounds on account of] pitch, nasality and quantity, | Panini 
made the rule that] an /a-Ņ/ sound represents its homo- 
geneous sound.''166 Kātyāyana consistently maintains his 
view throughout. A sound cannot stand for another sound 
with different features, unless such a capacity is invested 
by P.1.1.69, or by the marker /T/. Bhartrhari testifies 
that this was Pāņini's view. 167 The later tradition mostly 
follows Pataūjali's view, but some grammarians have 
exhibited a historical attitude. Nāgeša points out that 
Pāņini's rule P.1.1.69 is made with a view that features 
are distinctive and that a sound basically stands only for 
itself (vyakti-vāda). 168 Nilakantha Diksita says that the 
maxim abhedakah gunah "Features are not distinctive" is 
not universally valid, because of Panini's inclusion of the 
/a-N/ sounds in P.1.1.69.16 


6.7. In fact, both the so-called opposite views do not 
contradict each other, if understood in a specific manner. 
Panini starts with the real pronounced sounds of the object 
language, where the features of pitch, quantity etc. are 
phonemically distinctive. For instance, the final sounds in 
$yàma and Syama are phonemically different. Similarly, 
the two Vedic words, i.e. brdhman and brahmān are 
phonemically distinct from each other. This is the level 
Katyayana is talking about, when he considers these features 
to be distinctive. 


However, those features which are phonemically 
distinctive are not necessarily so in morphophonemics. 
For instance, both /a/ and /ā/ in $yàma and Syama take 
the same guna replacement /e/, if they are followed by /i/ 
in iti, yielding Syameti. Thus, the feature of quantity is 
not distinctive with reference to this morphophonemic 
operation. Similarly, in a large number of rules in Panini's 
grammar, these features are morphophonemically non- 
distinctive. This is what Patafijali intends to say. Nāgeša 
rightly interprets Patanjali's view to mean that the features 
like pitch do not cause non-homogeneity of sounds. 
Thus, Kātyāyana's view belongs to a pre-homogeneity 
stage, while Patafijali's view, in this moderate 


51 


52 


interpretation, belongs to a post-homogeneity stage. 


In fact, Patafijali seems to agree with Kātyāyana, 
when he says: ''The designation 'homogeneous' is founded 
on the difference [ between sounds, in features other than 
the point of articulation and internal effort] . If it were to 
apply [to sounds] where there is total identity | of feed " 
the designation 'homogeneous' would serve no purpose. "17 


6.8. Thus, there is no contradiction in saying that a feature 
such as pitch is phonemically distinctive, while it is morpho- 
phonemically non-distinctive. This has been achieved by 
Pāņini through his conception of savarna "homogeneous" 

and savarna -grahana "homogeneous -representation. '' 

Each /a-N/ sound in the Siva -sütras is phonemically distinct 
from other homogeneous sounds, because of the difference 
of pitch, nasality and quantity. However, through the 
procedure of homogeneous -representation, it becomes 
morphophonemically non-distinct from other homogeneous 
sounds. Thus a morphophonemic operation prescribed 

kāsi d adds to /a/ also applies to /ā/, unless prevented 

by /T/. 


When Panini wanted certain sounds to be marked 
with distinct features even in morphophonemics, he 
used special devices like the condition apratyayah "non- 
affixal'' in P.1.1.69, the marker /T/ defined by P.1.1.70 
to limit the quantity of the represented homogeneous sounds, 
and specific mention of accentual features in rules such as 
P,7.1.75. Thus, homogeneous -representation is a process 
of selecting features which are common to a group of sounds 
undergoing identical morphophonemic operations, and of 
keeping aside the phonemically distinctive features which 
are morphophonemically not pertinent. 


6.9. After this question, we need to investigate a still 
deeper question. This is the basic notion of identity and 
difference between sounds. Can a sound /a/, say low- 
pitched, non-nasal and short, stand for another low -pitched, 
non-nasal and short /a/, without the help of P.1.1.69? 

For instance, is /a/ in /a/-/i/ -/u/-/N/ able to cover 

/a/ in P. 7.4.32 (asya cvau), without P.1.1.69? Are the 
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two /a/-s identical or are they different? P.1.1.69is 
prescribed with reference to /a/ in /a/-/i/-/u/-/N/, and 

if this /a/ is different from /a/ in P. 7. 4.32 (asya cvau), 
then P.1.1.69 may not apply to /a/ in P. 7.4.32. Kātyāyana, 
on the first Siva-sütra, does foresee this objection: "In the 
secondary references, there would be no representation of 
homogeneous sounds, because they might not be regarded 

to be /a-N/ sounds." In the course of a long winding 
discussion, Kātyāyana proposed three solutions to this 
problem. They are as follows: 


[A] The desired result is established, since there is only 
one single real /a/ sound.173 

[B] The desired result is established, since there is 
universal-mention. 

[C] [The desired result is established] alternatively by 
relying on identical features [of different sounds] . 175 


The explanation [B] , the procedure of universal-mention, 
has already been discussed at length. It is historically 
un-Pāņinian, since it constitutes a total rejection of 
P.1.1.10 and a partial rejection of P. 1.1.69. 176 In what 
follows, we shall discuss the other two alternatives and 
search for a clue in Pāņini's rules. 


6.10. ONTOLOGICAL IDENTITY THEORY. The alternative 
[A] says that the sound /a/ in /a/-/i/-/u/-/N/ and in 

P. 7.4.32 is a numerically identical single real sound, which 
is manifested time and again. The same real sound appears 
in the Siva-sütra, secondary references and verb-roots etc. 1 
This view is based on the dichotomy between a real eternal 
sound, and its various non-eternal manifestations. In order 
that two manifestations should represent the same real 

sound, they must have identity with respect to all distinctive 
features. However, Kaiyata says that the difference of pitch 
belongs to the manifesting sounds and not to the real sound. 178 
It is doubtful if Kātyāyana meant this. The arguments 

offered by Kātyāyana to defend identity of a real sound through. 
different manifestations are very similar to those found in 
Sabara. 179 It is possible that Kātyāyana developed this 

theory of identity of a real sound on the basis of Vyādi's 
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doctrine of Vyakti-vada, which he quotes extensively. The 
standard example is that of the sun. The same sun at the 
same time happens to be seen in different places. The other 
example is that of Indra. Indra, being invoked simultaneously 
by a hundred different sacrificers, appears in all those 
different places at the same time. These arguments are 
used to extablish the unitary character (ekatva) and eternality 
(nityatva) of the real sounds. The manifesting sounds, 
however, are infinite and are non-eternal. Thus, there 

are eighteen real /a/ sounds.180 There is no necessary 
relation between eternality and unitary character of a sound. 
Bhartrhari says that there were some philosophers who 

held that sounds were eternal and unitary, while others 

held that they were unitary but not eternal. 181 


Kaiyata is aware that P.1.1.69 is formulated on the 
basis of vyakti-vada "doctrine of individual. "182 Nagesa 
also acknowledges that this is the solution for applying 
P.1.1.69 to /a/ in P. 7.4.32 (asya cvau).183 This doctrine 
of eternal real sound-individuals, like the doctrine of eternal 
sound-universals, is dependent on a great deal of metaphysical 
argumentation. Katyayana probably took it from the early 
school of Vyādi's Mīmāmsā, and it is later seen adopted 
with much more sophistication in Jaimini's Mīmāmsā. 


6.11. FEATURAL IDENTITY THEORY. Kātyāyana also 
presents the opposite doctrine, namely that /a/ in 

/a/ -A/ -/u/ -/N/ and in P. 7.4.32 are actually two different 
sounds, and that each instance constitutes a different sound. 
The two /a/ sounds have to be different sounds, since they 
could be separated by time, by other sounds and be 
simultaneously in different places. 184 Pataūjali gives the 
example danda agram to show two /a/ sounds separated by 
time, and the example dandah to show two /a/ sounds 
separated by other sounds. If/a/ were only one real sound, 
it could not be seen simultaneously in different words. 
Devadatta cannot be simultaneously in the cities of Srughna 
and Madhurā.185 Though /a/ sounds in /a/-/i/-/u/-/Ņ/ 
and P.7.4.32 are different sounds, they do not differ in 
any distinctive features, and hence are featurally identical 
with each other. Though there is no real identity, as in the 
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previous view, still there is featural identity. On the basis 

of this featural identity, both are considered to be /a-N/ 
sounds. The examples given by Patafijali are very interesting. 
One of the examples is: "We eat the same rice [here], 

which we used to eat in the Magadhas.'186 Obviously it is 

not the same rice, but the varieties of rice do not differ in 

any essentialfeatures. Bhartrhari further clarifies the 
philosophical basis of this alternative: 


How is this a solution? Some grammarians explain 
as follows: Even if there is no universal property 
(ākrti), still there is no problem. Just as there is 
no universal property in different coins; but you have 
a coin in the city of Mathurà and it is still an item 
of money. 187 


In terms of grammar, this means that a low-pitched, short, 
non-nasal /a/ naturally covers /a/ with the same features. 
This view does not presume any universals. It also does not 
presume eternal sound-individuals. Thus, it is philosophically 
a non-commital view, and depends more on common sense. 
This featural identity is much more exacting than the 
conditions of homogeneity. Homogeneity requires identity 

of only two distinctive features, while the argument here 
requires total featural identity. The sounds with such total 
identity of distinctive features may, however, differ in 
features such as speed (vrtti). Features like these are 
considered to be phonemically non-distinctive by Kātyāyana. 188 


6.12. There are certain hints in Pāņini's grammar which 
indicate that Pānini favoured the non -ontological alternative 

of total featural identity (rūpa-sāmānya), instead of committing 
himself to either eternal sound-individuals or eternal sound- 
universals. The rule P.1.1.68 (svath rüpar $abdasyá$sabda- 
sathjfia) says that a word in grammar stands for its own form 
or phonetic shape (rüpa), and not for its conventional meaning, 
unless it is a technical term in grammar (šabda-sarnjūā). 
Here, Panini has utilized the notion of rüpa "phonetic shape 

or form" of a word. Pamini also uses the notions of sarüpa 
"with identical phonetic shape" and asarüpa "with different 
phonetic shape." [P.1.2.64 (sarūpāņām ekašesa eka- 
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vibhaktau) and P.3.1.94(vā'sarūpo'striyām)|. The words 
rama, "Rama, the son of DaSaratha'' and rāma ''Parasurama, 
the son of Jamadagni" differ in meaning and yet they are 
sarūpa "with identical shape." However, rāma and rama 
are asarüpa "with different phonetic shape." Similarly 

the affixes /aN/ and /Ka/ are sarüpa, because markers do 
not cause difference in the phonetic shape of the affix. In 
all these cases, the features of quantity etc. are distinctive. 
Thus, /á/ and /ä/ are sarūpa "with identical phonetic shape," 
but /á/ and /ā/, or /á/ and /4/ are not with identical 
phonetic shape. Thus, we may say that if two sounds are 
sarüpa "with identical phonetic features, '' then we do not 
need homogeneous-representation for one to cover the other. 
This is the direct implication of P.1.1.68. However, if 

two sounds are asarüpa "without having all identical phonetic 
features," and if they have the same point of articulation and 
internal effort, then they are homogeneous with each other, 
and by the procedure of homogeneous -representation 
(P.1.1.69) one may cover the other. There seem to be thus 
two principles in Pāņini's grammar, i.e. sārūpya "total 
featural identity" and sävarnya "homogeneity, or identity of 
two features." 


This may indicate that Kātyāyana's third alternative 
in fact represents the view held by Panini. This is alsoa 
justification for Kātyāyana's view that, in Panini, the features 
of quantity etc. are basically distinctive, and hence Panini 
needed the procedure of homogeneous -representation. 189 
Kātyāyana says that difference in speed (vrtti) does not 
affect duration of real sounds (varpa), which are fixed in 
their duration (avasthitàh). 190 This indicates that the 
difference in quantity does differentiate sounds from one 
another, while speed does not. This is clearly understood 
by Kaiyata who says that short, long and extra-long sounds 
are basically different sounds, and are manifested by different 
physical sounds. Hence, the difference in quantity is real 
difference. 191 Kumārila, in his Sloka-varttika, quotes 
this view: "Some held that [short] , long and extra-long 
are in fact different sounds (varnantaratvam evahuh kecid 


dirgha -plutädisu). "192 
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6.13. Bhartrhari has developed further the philosophy of 
language, which is seen only in its infancy in the works of 
Kātyāyana and Pataūjali. However, Bhartrhari sometimes 
soars beyond the empirical grammatical conception of 
language. Bhartrhari says that the real sound (sphota) in 
/a/, /ä/ and /ä3/ is the same.193 The duration-difference 
pertains to the primary manifesting sounds (präkrta -dhvani), 
and not to the real sound (sphota). However, the duration- 
difference of the primary manifesting sounds is imposed 
(upacaryate) on the real sound. The difference in speed is 
attributed to secondary manifesting sounds (vaikrta-dhvani), 
which are prolongations of the primary manifesting sounds. 
The difference of speed is not imposed on the real sound. 
Bhartrhari also notes that some thinkers identified the level 
of real sounds with what he considers to be primary 
manifesting sounds. In that case, the short, long and extra- 
long sounds are different real sounds. This seems to be 

the view of Kätyäyana and, perhaps, of Pänini also. 


On the level of empirical linguistics, however, 
Bhartrhari's views are not in any real contradiction with 
Kātyāyana. In fact, Bhartrhari's real sound (sphota) stands 
on a supra-mundane level and is not a part of analytical 
grammar. The level of analytical grammar is reflected in 
Bhartrhari's primary manifesting sounds, whose distinctions 
of quantity are imposed on the timeless real sound. This 
imposition has a functional value in grammar. It shows that 
these features of quantity etc. are not distinctive on the 
supra-mundane level of real sounds, but are distinctive on 
the level of analytical grammar. On the other hand, the 
distinctions of speed, belonging to secondary manifesting 
sounds, are not imposed on the real sound. This shows that 
they are not distinctive for analytical grammar. Thus, there 
may be a difference between Bhartrhari and Kātyāyana on 
the level of sphota "real sounds, '' but they fully agree on 
the fact that features such as quantity are basically 
distinctive in Panini's grammar. 


6.14. This procedure of Pāņinian homogeneous-representation 
radically differs from Kātyāyana's proposal for universal- 
mention. In universal-mention, a term, by nature, stands 


58 


for the type or universal, while Pāņini lists the sounds and 
then states the rule P.1.1.69, whereby the sounds listed are 
terms standing both for themselves and sounds homogeneous 
with them. Thus, we have a basic division of sounds, i.e. 

a) sounds which are directly listed in the Šiva -sūtras, and 

b) sounds which are represented by the listed sounds. Only 
the listed /a-N/ sounds and consonants marked with /U/ 

stand for their homogeneous sounds, while the represented 
sounds (i.e. non-/a-N/ sounds) are not capable of representing 
their homogeneous sounds. Thus, /a/ stands for all the 
eighteen homogeneous sounds, while /a/ stands for itself. 
Here "itself" naturally covers those varieties or instances 
which are totally identical in distinctive features with /ā/. 

In a number of instances, Kātyāyana shows that the non-/a -N/ 
sounds in Pāņini just stand for themselves. These are some 
of the cases: 


[A] On P.1.1.1 (vrddhir ād-aic), Kātyāyana says that the 
marker /T/ added to /à/ is necessary for the coverage 
of homogeneous varieties of the same quantity, since 
pitch is distinctive, and without /T/, /à/ would not 
cover varieties differing in pitch. 194 

[B] The Siva-sütra /a/-/i/-/u/-/N/ contains an open 
(vivrta) /a/. In P.8.4.68 (a a), open /a/ is replaced 
with a closed /a/. The second /a/ being a closed 
/a/ is not an /a-N/ sound. Kätyäyana is afraid that 
this closed /a/ might not cover any homogeneous 
varieties. To resolve this problem, he proposes 
that /T/ should be added to this closed /a/, so that 
it can cover six short closed varieties. 195 

[C] Kātyāyana points out that /ä/ in P. 7.2.84 (astana à 
vibhaktau) which is a substitute for /n/ in astan is 
a non-/a-N/ sound and hence it cannot represent its 
nasal homogeneous varieties. Thus, there is no 
undesired possibility of /n/ being substituted by a 
nasal /4/, 196 


All these cases show that for Kātyāyana the non-/a-N/ 
sounds in Panini are incapable of representing their homo- 
geneous sounds, and this is the result of the procedure of 


Vakyaparisamapti. 
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6.15. In these cases, Kātyāyana is not proposing a new 
theory of his own, but is trying to answer objections against 
Pāņini by explaining Pāņini's own position. Even the addition 
of /T/ proposed in [C] above is in accordance with the 
procedure of Vākyāparisamāpti. Many of the Varttikas of 
Kātyāyana are not codanäs "objections" or "new injunctions," 
but are rather anväkhyänas, in Thieme's words, "explanation(s) 
of the purpose of Panini's rule as given by a teacher toa 
student, who left to himself, might or might not have missed 
the point."197 For a historical insight into the Varttikas 

of Katyayana, Thieme proposed the following: 


The explanations said to be 'recited' by Kātyāyana 
are, of course, meant to be memorized by the 
students. They are part of the scholastic training. 
Yet, important as they are for the correct under - 
standing of Panini, they are routine answers of 
anonymous origin, they may even be imagined to go 
back to Panini himself. Katyayana recites them 
because he did not invent but only repeats them as 
part of the exegetic tradition. They must, to say it 
again, be clearly distinguished from those vārttikas 
that contain a vacana, an original 'teaching,' where 
Kātyāyana places himself on the same level with 
Panini and opposes or adds his own scientific formu- 
lation to that of the Astādhyāyī. A vacana, too, is 
meant, of course, to be 'recited' by teacher and 
pupil, but it has a much higher dignity: in this 
instance, the teacher does not merely 'recite,' he 
'speaks' as an individual, a self-thinking, creative 
scholar, 198 


Katyayana's explanation of problems in Pāņini's grammar on 
the basis of the procedure of vakyaparisamapti seems to be 
a part of the routine exegetical tradition which precedes 
Katyayana, and may go back to Panini himself. On the other 
hand, Katyayana's proposal of universal-mention or of 
splitting the internal effort of vowels from spirants belong 
to himself. 


CHAPTER VII 
PROBLEMS IN VĀKYĀPARISAMĀPTI 


7.1. A TRADITIONAL APPROACH 


7.1.1. In the view of vākyāparisamāpti, P.1.1.69 does not 
apply to the shortforms /a-C/ and /ha-L/ in P.1.1.10, and 
hence the sounds denoted by these shortforms cannot further 
represent their homogeneous sounds. 199 This makes /a-C/ 
and /ha-L/ mutually exclusive classes and thereby avoids 
problems like /$/ being non-homogeneous with itself [ ref: 
Sec. 4.2-3]. But the following also results: 


1] /ā/ and /ā3/ are still homogeneous with /h/. 
2| /i/ and /13/ are still homogeneous with /$/. 
3| /ī/ and /r3/ are still homogeneous. with /s/. 
4| /13/ is still homogeneous with /s/ . 200 


According to the Pàninian tradition, this is the ineveitable 
logical conclusion of the procedure of vākyāparisamāpti. 


7.1.2. This has created many problems for the traditional 
grammarians. For instance, P.6.1.101 (akah savarņe 
dīrghah) literally means: "Whan an /a-K/ sound [i.e. /a/, 
/i/, fa/, /r/ and /1/] is followed by a homogeneous sound, 
both are replaced by a homogeneous long sound." By 
P.1.1.69, /a-K/ stands for all the varieties of the denoted 
sounds. P.1.1.10 also applies to /a-K/ sounds, so that it 
does not represent any consonants. 201 Let us see what 
happens in the example kumāri $ete. Here /i/ is an /a-K/ 
sound. It is represented by /i/ included in /a-K/. Though 
by P.1.1.10, /i/ is not homogeneous with /$/, /i/ is still 
homogeneous with /$/. Thus, in kumārī Sete, an /a-K/ 
sound is followed by a homogeneous sound, ar and both /ī/ 
and /š/ together would be replaced by /i/. So finally we 
might derive the undesirable form kumāryete*. Similarly, 
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from kanyā hasati, we might derive the undesirable form 
kanyāsati*. Surprisingly, this point has not been noted by 
Kātyāyana and Patafjali. 


Bhartrhari noticed this difficulty for the first time 
and answered it by relying on the continuation of the word 
aci in this rule. 202 With the addition of this word, P.6.1.101 
means: "when a homogeneous /a-C/ sound follows." 
Though /$/ is homogeneous with /T/, itis not a homogeneous 
/a-C/ sound, since /i/ in /a-C/ is not homogeneous with 
/$/ and will not represent /$/. Looking at the text of the 
Astādhyāyī, we find aci in P.6.1.77 (iko yan aci). The gap 
between P. 6. 1. 77 and P.6.1.101 is too wide to justify 
continuation of aci, unless it is continued through all the 
intervening rules. The word aci does not continue through 
all of these intervening rules. This makes Bhartrhari's 
suggestion historically very doubtful. However, ifitis 
accepted, it solves the problem in P.6.1.101. This solution 
has been followed by all the later commentators, 203 Bhattoji 
Diksita and Nāgeša say that we need not continue aci in 
P.6.1.101, if we accept subclassification of vivrta "open. ''204 
Otherwise, they approve Bhartrhari's proposal. 


7.1.3. Bhartrhari's solution does not solve all the problems. 
If /à/ and /i/ are homogeneous with /h/ and /$/, is it 
possible that /ā/ and /ī/ could stand for /h/ and /$/? This 
does not happen because, /à/ and /ī/ are non-/a-N/ sounds, 
and hence they cannot stand for any homogeneous sounds. 
Even /AT/ and /iT/ cannot stand for /h/ and /$/, because 
the marker /T/ enables a sound to stand for homogeneous 
sounds of the same quantity. Similarly, /$/ cannot stand 
for /ī/, because /$/ is a non-/a-N/ sound, and it is not 
marked with /U/. The only loophole left is that /h/ is an 
/a-Ņ/ sound, and it would be able to stand for /ā/ and /ä3/. 


7.1.4. The realization of the problem that /h/ is an /a-N/ 
sound and that it might undesirably represent /à/ and /ā3/ 

is seen in the commentaries on the Kāšika-vrtti. P.8.3.59 
(ādeša-pratyayayoh, in-koh from 57) says that /s/ is replaced 

by /8/, if /s/is either a substitute or a part of an affix, and 

ifitis preceded by /i-N/ sounds or by /kU/ sounds (i.e. 
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/k/ series of stops). The shortform /i-N/ is formed with 
/N/ in /Ua)-N/, and hence it covers /h/ which might stand 
for /à/ by P.1.1.69. The Kāšikā-vrtti, on P.8.3.57 (in- 
kob), gives dāsyati as a counter example. This creates a 
prima facie problem, which is answered by the Nyāsa of 
Jinendrabuddhi as follows: 


How is this counter-example justified, while /h/ 
included (in /i-N/) stands for /ā/ by P.1.1.69? 

The sound /ā/ is homogeneous with /h/, because 
they have the same point of articulation and internal 
effort. As the sounds /a/, /kU/ (/k/-seties), /h/ 
and /h/ are produced in throat (kanthya), these two 
have the same point of articulation, As the internal 
effort of spirants and vowels is 'open,' their internal 
effort is also the same. Thus, by the rule P. 8.3.57 
(in-koh), the retroflex substitute [ /s/ for /s/] 
obtains [in dāsyati| , because P.1.1.10 does not 
prohibit the designation 'homogeneous' [to /A/ 

and /h/]. If this is the problem, there is no 
difficulty, because he (Pànini) uses [the word 
vayasyāsu] in P.4.4.127 (vayasyāsu mürdhno matup), 
where he does not change /s/ after /à/ to /s/. 

From this it is inferred that /h/ does not represent 
/ä/. Otherwise, he would not have made use of the 


form vayasyāsu. 205 


Thus, in the view of the Nyāsa, /h/ and /ā/ are homogeneous, 
but as it can be inferred from Pāņini's own usage, /h/ does 
not stand for /ā/. The other commentary, Padamafijari 

of Haradatta, gives a different explanation: 


Just as homogeneity of /ī/ and /$/ is not prohibited 
[by P.1.1.10], so also of /ā/ and /h/.. So what? 
Would there be a possibility of the substitution of 

/s/, because /h/ would stand for /à/? There is no 
problem. The sound /h/ is vivrta 'open,' but /à/ 

is vivrta-tara 'more open. '... This justifies | Pänini's] 
usages like vayasyasu. 206 


While Patafijali would have /h/ to be slightly open and /ā/ 
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to be open, Haradatta has /h/ open and /ä/ more open. The 
effect is the same. This works well, but is obviously un- 
Pāņinian, since it would make P.1.1.10 without purpose. 


7.1.5. Then comes Bhattoji Diksita, whose subtle analysis 
brings out more problems due to homogeneity of /h/ and 

/a/. He gives about ten examples where this might create 
problems. 207 He also goes a step further and points out 

that /h/ would also stand for /ā3/ and would create problems 
in some cases.208 In his Sabda-kaustubha, Bhattoji discusses 
at length various solutions to this problem. Along with the 
solutions of universal-mention and subclassification of open- 
ness, he proposed the following new solution: In the view 

of vakyaparisamapti, we have to imagine an insertion of 

/ä/ in P.1.1.10. By combining /ä/ and /ä3/, we get /ā/. 
Then we split nājjhalau as na āc-halau, where /āc/ is to 

be explained as TS AA Thus this rule specifically 
denies homogeneity of /à/ and /ā3/ with consonants, and 

gets rid of all the problems. 209 Bhattoji mentions P.3.3.163 
(kàla -samaya -velàsu tumun) where the term velāsu occurs. 
d / and /h/ were homogeneous for Pāņini, he would have 
used the expression velāsu*. Bhattoji takes this usage as 

a sanction for his insertion of /à/ in P.1.1.10.210 


7.1.6. Later grammarians like Hari Diksita and Nāgeša 
are faced with evaluating Bhattoji's suggestion, Both of 
them realize that they have two alternatives. 211 we may 
either have an independent rule saying that, in Pāņini, /ā/ 
and /h/ are not mutually homogeneous, or we may accept 
Bhattoji's insertion of /ā/ in P. 1.1.10. With their typical 
traditional outlook, they feel that adding a rule to Pāņini's 
grammar involves the fault of prolixity, while Bhattoji's 
explanation has the merit of brevity. 


Actually, P.1.1.10 could be interpreted as Bhattoji 
does by following the normal rules of sandhi. But this 
interpretation is stili far from being historically valid. 
However, we have to accept Bhattoji's inference from velāsu 
in P. 3.3. 163 that Panini did not want /h/ to represent /ā/. 
Bhattoji's suggestion solves the problems pointed out by 
him, but then the whole picture of homogeneity still remains 
very much distorted. Neither Bhartrhari nor Jinendrabuddhi 
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and Bhattoji can avoid homogeneity of /ī/ with /S/ etc. All 
that they do is to try to avoid practical problems. With all 
respect to these great grammarians, one still feels doubtful, 
īf this distorted picture of homogeneity was intended by 
Panini. Or might there be another interpretation which is 
lost to us? 


7.1.7. Looking at the problem from within the Paninian 
tradition, this is what we can say. The procedure of 
vākyāparisamāpti was the procedure of Pāņini. It was so 
realized by Kātyāyana and was utilized to answer many 
objections to Pāņini's formulations. This procedure apparently 
did not pose any problems of its own either for Kātyāyana or 
for Patafijali, and they show no awareness of any loopholes 

in it. 


This, however, does not mean that for Panini, 
Kātyāyana and Patafijali, it was fine if, for instance, /h/ 
represented /ā/. Jinendrabuddhi and Bhattoji have given 
valid inferences from Pāņini's own usages to the contrary. 

In Katyayana's theory of universal-mention, long vowels 

and ūsmans have different universals. Patafijali, as we 

have seen, subclassifies open-ness and avoids homogeneity 

of vowels with consonants. Patafijali makes a clear statement: 
"The üsmans and /r/ have no homogeneous sounds | other 

than themselves] ."212 K. V. Abhyankar comments: 


This is an axiomatié assertion of the Bhäsyakära, 
based on a careful observation and serutiny of words 
and letters used in the language. Grammar is to 
follow language, language is not to follow grammar. 213 


This comment implies that Patafijali's statement, though 
true, does not follow from Pāņini's rules. Whether this 
is true can only be decided if we ever unearth a pre- 
Kātyāyana commentary on Panini. 


7.2. A NEW APPROACH 


7.2.1. The discussion in the previous section puts us into 
a serious problem. The silence of the great Pāninians on 


66 


problems of vākyāparisamāpti may be an indication that for 
them there were no problems with P.1.1.10, and that there 
was probably some normal explanation of P.1.1.10. 
Unfortunately, the works of Kātyāyana and Patafijali deal 
mainly with problems in Pāņini's grammar, and they did 

not concern themselves with those rules which to them were 
perfectly normal and without problems. This task was left 
to the conventional Vrttis. Some of these commentaries did 
exist even before Pataūjali, but they are now lost to us. The 
first rule-to-rule commentary that is available to us is the 
Kasika-vrtti, which in some respects preserves the older 
traditions, 214 but is itself a very late work, and is influenced 
by the grammar of Candragomin. 215 Itis quite possible 
that many normal explanations were already lost by the time 
of the Kāšikā-vrtti. 


7.2.2. Letus look at the modern interpretations of P.1.1.10. 
The earliest interpretation of P.1.1.9 and P.1.1.10 that we 
have goes back to Colebrook: 


P.1.1.9: Letters articulated near the same organ 
of speech and with the same aperture for the voice, 
are homogeneous; P.1.1.10: buta vowel anda 
consonant are not so. 21 


S. C. Vasu translates P.1.1.10 as follows: 
There is however no homogeneity between vowels 
and consonants, though their place and effort be 
equal. 

Louis Renou's translation runs as: 
Les phonémes 'a...c' (sles voyelles) et tha...1' 
(sles consonnes) (méme étant dans les conditions 
requises sous 9) ne sont pas (homophones entre 


elles). 218 


Otto Böhtlingk renders P.1.1.10 as: 
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Ein Vocal (ac) und ein Consonant (hal) sind einander 
nicht homogen. 219 


No scholar says anything as to how the meaning that he gives 
is derived, though the intuitively given meaning is what the 
rule ought to teach. Instead of just depending on intuition, 

the Paninian grammarians tried to give their own explanations. 
We may disagree with their explanations, but it at least 

shows that there lies a rule which still needs a rational 
explanation. 


7.2.3. Another partial hypothesis about P.1.1.10 has 
occurred to me. We shall briefly discuss it here. The 
argument is as follows. If a=b and afc, then obviously 
bZc. Similarly, if /a/ is homogeneous with /ā/, and is not 
homogeneous with /h/, then it should naturally follow that 
/à/ is not homogeneous with /h/. 


On the face of it, this seems quite sound. However, 
this is not exactly the case with Pänini's rules. By P.1.1.9, 
we get the following three statements: 


[1] /a/is homogeneous with /ā/. 
[2] /a/is homogeneous with /h/. 
[3] /à/is homogeneous with /h/. 


These statements are quite independent of each other and 
each case fulfils the conditions of homogeneity laid down in 
P.1.1.9. The statement [3] is not deduced from [1] and 
[2], but stands on its own grounds. Now by P.1.1.10, we 
get denial of the statement [2]. Since the other two statements 
are in no way dependent on [2], the denial of [2] cannot in 
any way lead to the denial of either [1] or [3]. The 
statements [1] and [3] still fulfill the conditions of P.1.1.9, 
and there is nothing in Pànini's rules to stop [3] from being 
true, except of course the inferences of Jinendrabuddhi and 
Bhattoji. Though such inferences have a definite practical 
value, the system as such still remains faulty on account of 
its loopholes. 


7.2.4. In what follows, an explanation is offered, which by 
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no means is claimed to be the historical explanation, but, 
in a modest way, to be an explanation which is more probable 
than the others seen before. 


Before going to P.1.1.10, letus go back to P.1.3.3 
(hal-antyam). The circularity in this rule can be removed 
only by reading the rule twice and giving a different 
interpretation to each reading. This case has been discussed 
in detail in Sec. 5.3. It has also been critically studied by 
Thieme.220 This solution goes back to Kātyāyana, and it 
is quite possible that it even precedes him. 


The same procedure may be extended to P.1.1.10. 
This removes all the problems in the procedure of 
vākyāparisamāpti. For the sake of interpretation, the order 
of rules should be as follows: 


[1] naac-halau P.1.1.10A. 
6 
1 


P.1.1.69. 

P.1.1.10B. 

If interpreted in this order, the second reading, i.e. 
P.1.1.10B, gives us the final meaning of the rule, just as 


the second reading of P.1.3.3 gives its final meaning. 


P.1.1.10A means: "The /a-C/ sounds, as listed in 
the Siva -sütras, are not homogeneous with /ha -L/ sounds." 
With this we interpret P.1.1.69: "The /a-N/ sounds and 
sounds marked with /U/ stand for their homogeneous sounds, 
unless they are affixes.'' By this rule, /a/ can stand for 
all its homogeneous sounds, but not for /h/, since P.1.1.10A 
has already denied homogeneity of /a/ and /h/. We then use 
P.1.1.69 to interpret P.1.1.10B, which then means: "Sounds 
represented by /a-C/ and /ha-L/ soundsare not mutually 
homogeneous." Here, /a/ in /a-C/ stands for all varieties 
of /a/, including /à/, but not for /h/. Thus, finally, 
P.1.1.10B means to say: "No vowels are homogeneous 
with any consonants." In this interpretation, the picture 
of homogeneity becomes straightened out. 


7.2.6. Though we may not be able to say that this is the 
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historically true interpretation, this very procedure seems 
to have been implicitly followed by all the modern scholars, 
whose translations are given earlier. All of them clearly 
interpret P.1.1.10 as denying homogeneity between the 
classes of all vowels and all consonants. These classes 
cannot be obtained without applying P.1.1.69to P.1.1.10. 
However, if we apply P.1.1.69 to P.1.1.10 before denying 
homogeneity of /a-C/ sounds with /ha-L/ sounds, then 

the classes represented by /a-C/ and /ha-L/ overlap. None 
of the scholars intends such overlapping. This means they 
implicitly applied P.1.1.69 to P.1.1.10 after non-homo- 
geneity of /a-C/ and /ha-L/ sounds was already established. 
Thus it seems that these scholars implicitly considered 
P.1.1.10 on two different levels, and without ever clarifying 
their intuition, they arrived at the right conclusion. An 
interpretation similar to this might have existed in the early 
centuries of Päninian interpretation. However, no historical 
claims can be made for lack of any real substantiating 
evidence. 


CHAPTER VIII 


RESTRICTIONS ON 
HOMOGENEOUS -RE PRESENTATION 


8.1. In this chapter, we shall discuss the question of 

the interpretation of the condition apratyayah in P.1.1.69 
and certain problems related with P.1.1.70. I have devoted 
a long article to these problems. However, as these 
considerations are very important in understanding the 
function and implementation of homogeneity in Panini's 
rules, we shall discuss here the main arguments. For 

the details, the reader is referred to the original article. 
["Pāņinian Procedure of Taparakarana: A Historical 
Investigation," Zeitschrift für vergleichende Sprach-forschung, 
Band 86, Heft 2, 1972, pp. 207-254. |. 


8.2. By P.1.1.69, the non-affixal sounds denoted by the 
shortforms /a-N/ and sounds marked with /U/ stand for 
themselves and their homogeneous sounds. The expression 
apratyayah ''non-affixal'' occurs in two other rules of Panini 
and five vārttikas of Kätyäyana in the sense of "non-affix" 
or "excluding affixes.''221 Kātyāyana has no doubt about its 
meaning, nor any objections to raise. 


Pataūjali, however, reinterprets P.1.1.69 and derives 
"There is no representation of homogeneous sounds by a 
sound which is itself introduced by a rule." [MB, Vo. I, 
Sec. I, p. 370-1.] Henceforth we shall refer to this maxim 
as Maxim [1]. Patafijali tries to show that Panini could 

not have meant "affix" by the term pratyaya in P.1.1.69. 

An affix is a meaning-bearing unit and it will not represent 
its homogeneous sounds, simply because they will not convey 
the same meaning. Then, a prima facie solution is given to 
this question. Some sounds are directly known (pratiyante), 
while other homogeneous sounds are made known or 


T1 


72 


represented (pratyayyante) by the sounds which are directly 
known. Thus, apratyayah may mean that the represented 
sounds do not represent their homogeneous sounds. But 
Panini need not say this, since a long /ä/ would not represent 
the short variety, because it requires an additional effort 

for its pronounciation. It also may not represent the extra- 
long varieties, because the long variety itself is a non/a-N/ 
sound. Thus the condition apratyayah apparently seems to 

be redundant and hence Patafijali takes it to be an indication 
(jfiapaka) of the above mentioned Maxim [1]. 


The term bhāvyamāna in the Maxim [1] is rendered 
as "introduced elements." If a rule is: "If preceded by A 
and followed by D, B is replaced by C,'' then C is the intro- 
duced element, while A, B and D are not introduced elements. 
They are conditioning elements and substituendum. In 
Patafijali's argument, the term "introduced elements" 
refers to affixes, substitutes and augments. The later term 


for bhāvyamāna is vidhiyamäna. 


8.3. Kaiyata on this discussion almost misunderstands 
Patanjali. For Patafjali, the condition apratyayah does 

not mean "non-introduced elements," but is simply an 
indication of the Maxim [1]. Kaiyata says that pratyaya 
means vidhiyamana, because the verbs pratiyate and vidhiyate 
have the same meaning [MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 370; 

SK, p. 3]. Nāgeša points out that this is quite untenable: 


In iact, the literal meaning of the Bhāsya is that 
Pànini implies the Maxim [1], by allowing a portion 
[of the introduced elements, namely the affixes, to 
be without the capacity of homogeneous -representa - 
tion]. What Kaiyata says is doubtful, since pratiyate 
is not found used in the meaning of vidhiyate. 

| MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 371.] 


8.4. Patafijali's argument deviates considerably from 
Pāņini's original scheme, and the Maxim [1] is Patafijali's 
addition. We shall see later that this suggestion might 
actually be pre-Patafijali, but post-Kātyāyana. Patafijali 
holds that in Pāņini's rules, substitutes (ādeša) and augments 
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(agama) along with affixes (pratyaya) lack the capacity to 
represent their homogeneous sounds. However, it is doubtful 
if this was Pāņini's own intention, since he uses the marker 
/T/ with about fifty substitutes222 in restrictive and 
prescriptive functions. As the word pratyaya simply stands 
for affixes, P.1.1.69 must be effective with all non-affixal 
/a-N/ sounds, including substitutes and augments. This is 
the understanding of the Kāšikā-vrtti. 223 So is Louis 
Renou's rendition: 


Les phonémes /'a-n'/ (=voyelles et semi-voyelles) 
et ceus ā exposant /u/--désignent les homophones 

(enmēme temps que leur forme propre), excepté si 
ce sont des affixes. 2 


8.5. These two views about apratyayah in P.1.1.69 affect 
the interpretation of P.1.1. 70 (taparas tat-kālasya). There 
are two major interpretations of P.1.1. 70: 


Interpretation [A]: If the term /a-N/ in P.1.1.69 
is carried over into P.1.1. 70, then it comes to mean 
that /a-N/ sounds followed by /T/ represent the 
homogeneous varieties of the same quantity. Here, 
as in P.1.1.69, the term /a-N/ stands only for the 
sounds as they are listed in the Siva- sutras. Thus, 
/T/ has restrictive function (niyāmakatva) with 
respect to /a-N/ sounds, but has no function with 
respect to non-/a-N/ sounds. Since Panini uses 
/T/ with a large number of non-/a-N/ sounds, 225 
this interpretation appears insufficient. 


Interpretation |B]: The term /a-N/ in P.1.1.69 

is not continued into P.1.1. 70. Thus, P.1.1. 70 
means that any vowel followed by the marker /T/ 
represents homogeneous sounds of the same quantity. 
In the case of /a-N/ vowels, this rule becomes 
restrictive (niyämaka), while in the case of non- 
/a-N/ sounds, the rule becomes presecriptive 
(vidhäyaka). Without /T/, a non-/a-N/ sound can 
stand only for itself, and cannot cover other varieties 
of the same quantity. 
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Of these two interpretations of P.1.1.70, [B] seems to be 
the historically Paninian interpretation, since this alone 
explains the cases of non-/a-N/ sounds with the marker /T/ 
in Panini's rules. 


8.6. Taking into account the major divergent interpretations, 
it is possible to discern two prominent views concerning the 
function of the marker /T/. 


View [A]: apratyayah = "non-introduced elements." 
The introduced elements, i.e. affixes, substitutes 
and augments do not represent their homogeneous 
sounds, and hence there is no need to attach a 
restrictive marker /T/ to these elements. In the 
case of non-introduced elements, namely conditioning 
elements, the /a-N/ and non-/a-N/ sounds with the 
marker /T/ stand for homogeneous sounds of the 
same quantity. 


View [B]: apratyayah = "non-affixal." Excepting 
the AA all the Ja -N/ sounds as given in the 
Siva-sūtras are capable of representing their homo- 
geneous sounds by P.1.1.69. The /a-N/ and non- 
/a-N/ sounds with /T/ stand for homogeneous sounds 
of the same quantity. Without /T/, /a-N/ sounds 
represent all their homogeneous sounds, while the 
non-/a-N/ sounds represent only themselves. 


Of these two views, the View [A] is held by almost the whole 
tradition of Paninians beginning with Patafijali, or rather 
with Vyādi, while the View [B] is what Panini must have 
intended and is so understood by Katyayana. This has been 
conclusively demonstrated after studying every rule with 
/T/, in Deshpande [1972] . 


8.7. If we accept the View [A] or the Maxim [1], then no 
substitutes are capable of any representation, since every 
substitute is an introduced element, and hence there is no 
need to attach the marker /T/ to restrict homogeneous - 
representation. Patafijali [ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 370] 
considers the Maxim [1] to be necessary to avoid 


75 


on of homogeneous sounds in P.2.3.3 (idama 

is). 226 However, there are several arguments which go go 
against Patafjali's view. There are about fifty examples of 
substitutes with /T/ in Panini's rules, against only about 
twenty cases of vocalic substitutes without /T/.227 These 
statistics themselves stand as a proof for the unhistoricity 

of the Maxim [1]. Pänini could not have attached the marker 
/T/ to so many substitutes without any significance. The 
significance of /T/ with substitutes has to be explained 
according to P.1.1.70, and not according to P.6.1.185 

(tit svaritam), since they are not affixes.228 In a number 

of rules such as P. 7.4.66 (ur at), 229 it is clear that the 
substituenda are long vowels, while the substitutes are 

short vowels, and Panini rightly thinks that, in the absence 
of /T/, the non-affixal substitutes will represent their 
homogeneous sounds. Then only the long vowels will be 
effected as the substitutes by P.1.1.50 (sthāne'ntaratamah) 
"In the place [of a substituendum| a most-similar substitute 
is effected." Thus, the marker /T/ has a positive restrictive 
function with these substitutes. Sometimes, even the Kasika- 
vrtti accepts this restrictive function of the marker /T 

with substitutes, 230 


8.8. On P. 7.2.84 (astana 4 vibhaktau), Kātyāyana says: 
ET the case of [the substitution of] Jā/ for [the final /n/ 
astan, jan i , pathin and mathin, there is a possibility 
V a nasal (Us) being substituted] , because it is most similar 
[to the an substituendum /n/]. "231 This objection is 
answered as follows: "[The desired result that only a non- 
nasal /à/ will be substituted for nasal /n/] is achieved, 
since [the substitute /ā/ is] a non-/a-N/ sound, [and hence 
it does not represent any homogeneous varieties] .'' 
This shows that, for Kātyāyana, a substitute does represent 
its homogeneous sounds, if it is an /a-N/ sound. This shows 
that the Maxim [1] is of post-Kātyāyana origin. 233 Kātyāyana 
himself uses /T/ in his vārttikas with substitutes. For 
instance, /T/ is attached to the substitute /i/ in vt 6 on 
P.7.3.1, (vahinarasyed-vacanam), and to the substitute /ī/ 
in vt 1 on P.8.2.17, (id rathinah). 


8.9. Patafijali accepts the Maxim [1] first, and then to 
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explain a single rule, he has to introduce another maxim, 
henceforth Maxim [2] , which runs as: bhāvyamāno'py 

ukärah savarnän grhnäti: "An introduced jah sound also 
represents its homogeneous sounds.''234 This is an exception 
to Maxim [1]. Once the Maxim [1] is accepted, then /T/ 
attached to u/ in rules such as P.6.1.131 (diva ut) and 
P.6.1.111 (rta ut) becomes technically redundant. This has 
been taken as an indication by Pataūjali and later grammarians 
for Maxim [2]. Then u is used to explain that the substitute 


and hence it desirably represents its homogeneous sounds. 


All this deductive logic sounds very convincing, if 
one accepts validity of Maxim [1]. The unhistoricity of 
that maxim has already been pointed out. If an occurrence 
of /T/ with an introduced /u/ indicates that an introduced 
/a/ can represent its homogeneous sounds, then by the same 
line of argument, the occurrence of /T/ with introduced /a/, 
/i/, /r/, /ā/, /t/, fü/, /e/, /o/ and /au/, in Pänini's 
rules, 235 should also indicate that these also represent 
their homogeneous sounds. Itis a fact that Panini uses /T/ 
with all these introduced sounds. This cuts at the very root 
of Maxim [1]. Similarly, if one accepts Maxim [2], it 
creates very intricate problems which are neither discussed 
nor solved by Patafijali. 2 


Once the View [B] is accepted as truly the Paninian 
view, all the difficulties disappear. For Panini, the /a-N/ 
substitutes are capable of representing their homogeneous 
sounds, as they are non-affixes. Similarly, the marker /T/ 
with substitutes has its normal restrictive and prescriptive 
functions. In the rule P.6.1.131 (diva ut), Panini attaches 
/T/ to /u/, since only short /u/ is intended to be the substi- 
tute. In P. 7.2.80 (adaso'ser dad u do mah), he does not 
attach the marker /T/ to /u/, sir , Since representation of long 
/ü/is desired. There is nothing exceptional about this rule. 


8.10. There is a clear possibility that these two maxims 
may in fact belong to pre-Patafijali times. Maxim [1] is 
identical with Maxim 30^? and Maxim [2] is identical with 
Maxim 31 in a text called Paribhāsā-sūcana, which is 
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ascribed to Vyādi. According to the tradition, Vyādi is the 
first author on the paribhāsās ''maxims.'' The style of this 
work is very similar to the Mahäbhäsya, but it never refers 

to Patafijali. This would be strange if Vyādi were posterior 

to Patafijali. We can certainly agree with K. V. Abhyankar 
when he argues that Vyàdi, the author of the Paribhāsā-sūcana, 
is not posterior to Patanjali.239 However, K. V. Abhyankar 
also regards this Vyādi to be prior to Kātyāyana. Kātyāyana 
certainly refers to a grammarian named Vyādi. But the 
author of the two maxims could not be pre-Kātyāyana, since 
there is no trace of these maxims in the vārttikas of Kātyāyana, 
and Kātyāyana's explanations clearly go against them. 241 

It is possible that there were several persons named Vyàdi. 


8.11. That Pataūjali's innovations are historically un-Paninian 
does not deprive him of his significant contribution which 

lies in his attempts to bring uniformity and simplicity of 
description in Panini's grammar. Representation of homo- 
geneous sounds is not at all needed in any of the rules 
prescribing affixes, augments and substitutes, except in 
P.7.2.80. On the other hand, Panini has to use the marker 
/T/ to stop such representation in many cases. This prompts 
Patanjali to make Pāņini's system more uniform. He almost 
suggests that /T/ is not necessary after any substitutes, and 
it could be eliminated, if we say that substitutes do not 
represent any homogeneous sounds. Such representation is 
needed only in one rule. If varieties differing in pitch, 

accent etc. are needed, they can be obtained by considering 
these features to be non-distinctive. 


However, a critical distinction must be made between 
any attempts of simplifying Paninian procedures and those of 
understanding them as they stand in their own right. Worth 
noting is S. D. Joshi's remark: 


This will prevent us from committing the same 
mistake which was made by Patafijali and the 
commentators following after him, when they read 
later developed theories into Panini and Patanjali 
respectively. 
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Patafijali's suggestion was certainly valuable as a reform in 
Panini's grammar. Some of the later systems like Jainendra- 
Vyakarana follow Patafijali's suggestion and incorporate it 
into their rules. [ref: N. 358. | 


CHAPTER IX 


VYĀDI ON 
HOMOGENEOUS -REPRESENTATION 


9.1. The name Vyādi is more known, in the Päninian 
tradition, for the now lost magnificent Sarngraha, an encyclo- 
pedic work on grammar, than for the Paribhāsā-sūcana, a 
compendium of grammatical maxims, which is more-over 
similar to the well known Paribhāsendušekhara of Nāgeša. 
The great antiguity of this work, its probable pre-Pataūjali 
date, increases its importance for the history of Pāņinian 
interpretation. As we have already seen, this work is 
probably post-Kātyāyana in origin, or at least parts of it 
are of post-Kātyāyana origin. This historical place of 
Vyādi's Paribhāsāsūcana enhances the value of its comments 
on homogeneity and its function in Pànini's grammar. 


9.2. The Maxim 55 in this text runs as: udit sva-vargam 
eva grhņāti, na savarņa-mātram: "A sound marked with 
/U/ stands only for the members of its varga ‘group of 
homorganic stops,' and not for all the homogeneous 
sounds.''243 Vyädi's commentary on this maxim gives the 
reasoning behind this statement: 


A sound marked with /U/ stands only for its varga, 
and not for all its homogeneous sounds. How is this 
known? [We know this] , because he [ Panini | 
independently mentions /s/ in the rule P.1.3.4(na 
vibhaktau tu-s-māh), while the mention of /tU/ 
would have been sufficient [to include /s/]. What 
is the purpose in indicating this [maxim] ? In the 
rule P. 8.2.30 (coh kuh), the mention of /cU/ does 
not cover /$/, and hence | /$/] does not happen [to 
undergo the substitution] by /kU/ sounds. Thus, 
the correct form vid is derived. 24 


79 


80 


This statement of Vyādi needs to be carefully analysed in 
order to get at its implications. It means to say that unless 
we restrict a sound marked with /U/ to stand only for its 
varga, it will stand for all its homogeneous sounds. As 
Vyādi's examples indicate, /tU/ might cover /s/, and /cU/ 
might cover /$/. This implies that Vyādi does not want 
/tU/ and /cU/ to stand for /s/ and /$/ respectively, but, 
according to him, by Pāņini's definition of homogeneity, 

/t/ and /c/ are respectively homogeneous with /s/ and /$/. 
No other grammarian in the tradition ever suspected that 
P.1.1.9 could lead to such homogeneity of /t/ and /s/, 

and /c/ and /$/. 


9.3. According to Vyādi, however, P.1.1.9 somehow 

leads to homogeneity of /t/ and /s/, /c/ and /$/. The 
internal effort of /t/ and /c/ is, according to all the traditions, 
Sprsta "with contact." Depending on the interpretation we 
accept, /s/ and /$/ are either vivrta "open" or isad-vivrta 
"slightly with a gap, slightly open." Thus, /t/ and /c/ 

differ from /s/ and /$/, in respect of internal effort. 

They, however, share the same point of articulation. Thus, 
/t/ and /s/ are dental, while /c/ and /$/ are palatal. 


This leaves us with only two alternatives: either, 
[A] Vyādi considered that P.1.1.9 only requires two sounds 
to have the same point of articulation, or 
[B] for him, stops and spirants had the same internal 
effort. 
The term àsya-prayatna in later days did only stand for 
internal efforts, but there is no conceivable way to interpret 
it to mean only sthana: "point of articulation." Thus, the 
alternative [A] cannot be right as a correct description of 
the Pàninian conception of homogeneity. The alternative 
[B] also has no support either in the Pāņinian tradition or 
elsewhere, 245 


9.4. Patafijali does not mention this maxim of Vyādi. In 
the later tradition of Paribhāsā-works, three authors have 
commented on this maxim. The reading in Siradeva's 
Brhat-paribhāsā-vrtti is somewhat different from Vyādi's 


oa oe — 


reading: udit savarnarh grhnati, na savarna-matram: 
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"A sound marked with /U/ stands only for its homogeneous 
sounds, but not for all homogeneous sounds. ''246 On the 

face of it, this does not make any sense. However, Siradeva's 
explanation is worth noting: 


By P.1.1.69, a sound marked with /U/ stands only 
for those homogeneous sounds, which share [the same | 
point of articulation and internal effort, and not for 
all homogeneous sounds. Thus, in the rule P. 8.2.30 
(coh kuh), the mention of /kU/ does not include /h/. 
The indication [for this maxim] is provided by the 
[separate] mention of /s/, in spite of that of /tU/, 

in P.1.3.4 (na vibhaktau tu-s-mäh). This fact, which 
actually follows naturally is explained through an 
indication (jhäpaka), for the sake of easy 
comprehension. 


Like Vyddi's work, Siradeva is also ambiguous as to what 
conception of homogeneity is being rejected. The examples 
of Siradeva are parallel to Vyādi's examples. 


9.5. Haribhāskara Agnihotrin has the same reading as 
Sīradeva, but his explanation goes a step ahead: 


A sound marked with /U/, by P.1.1.69, stands only 
for those homogeneous sounds, which are identical 
with respect to the point of articulation and internal 
effort, and not for all those homogeneous sounds 
which only share the same point of articulation. 

[This is established either| by the indication of the 
separate mention of /s/, along with /tU/, in P.1.3. 4, 
or by the fact that P.1.1.69 teaches the designation 
'homogeneous' only of a sound which shares the 
[same] point of articulation and internal effort. 248 


Thus, the wrong notion of homogeneity, according to 
Haribhaskara Agnihotrin, is conditioned only by identity of 
the point of articulation, but he does not think that it is an 
interpretation of P.1.1.69. Thus, this notion of homo- 
geneity as being identical with the notion of sasthana 
"homorganic, with the same point of articulation" is of some 
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non-Pāņinian origin. Itis possible that some grammarians 
before Vyadi tried to bring this notion into Pāņini's grammar, 
and that Vyādi's maxim was an attempt to prohibit application 
of such a notion of homogeneity. Within the Paninian tradition, 
however, we do not need this maxim. 


9.6. Nilakantha Diksita gives the final blow to this maxim. 
He gives the same interpretation, but includes it among those 
maxims, which are classed as spurious and baseless. This 
is what he says: 


Since this maxim is not seen in the Mahābhāsya, and 
since the designation 'homogeneous' is made | by 
P.1.1.69] of only those sounds which are qualified 
[by both, the same point of articulation and internal 
effort] , this [maxim] is spurious. 249 


With all respect for Vyadi's name, we must agree with 
Nilakantha Diksita's assessment. 


PART TWO 


NON-PANINIAN TRADITIONS 


CHAPTER X 
PRĀTIŠĀKHYAS ON SAVARNA 


10.1. In the intitial stages of Indological research, Martin 
Haug arrived at the conclusion that the Siksäs are decidedly 
older than the Pratisakhyas, and that the doctrines contained 
in the former were incorporated and further developed in the 
latter, 250 A. C. Burnell agrees with Haug and further says: 
"The Siksas and Pratisakhyas represent, so far, one side 

of the oldest form of the Aindra Grammar --the phonetic 
analysis of the language. "291 These scholars held that the 
views expressed in these texts preceded Panini's grammar, 
which is supposed to have superceded the now lost Aindra 
School of Grammar. 


Franz Kielhorn, with ample new evidence, proved 
conclusively that the Šiksās that have come down to us are 
certainly posterior to the Prätigäkhyas. 252 He is not ready 
to consider these texts as either pre-Päninian or productions 
of a school of grammarians. 253 Paul Thieme rightly accepts 
a high antiquity of the branch of the Šiksā literature, but as 
far as the Siksa texts available to us are concerned, his views 
agree with those of Kielhorn. Thieme says: "They are all 
of them, young, elaborations of the definitions laid down in 
the Pratigakhyas."254 This prompts us to consider the 
conception of savarna in the Prātisākhyas, before passing 
on to the Siksäs and other non -Päninian systems of grammar. 
Without delving into the debatable question of the relative 
chronology of the Prātišākhyas, we shall briefly study their 
conception of savarna, and its implementation. 295 The 
question whether the Prätisäkhyas are pre-Päninian or 
post-Päninian is still highly debated, and yet there is no 
doubt that the Prātišākhyas do represent a grammatical 
tradition, which is certainly pre-Päninian. 
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10.2. THE RGVEDA-PRATISAKHYA 


10.2.1. The RPr considers the long and short corresponding 
vowels [e.g. /a/, /a/; /i/, /i/; /u/, /ā/; /r/, /ī/] to be 
savarnas, and no featural definition of this term is given. 

It says that when a short vowel is mentioned, it stands for 
the short and long savarņa sounds. 256 This seems to exclude 
consonants, extra-long vowels, diphthongs and /l/ from the 
scope of the term savarna. Though this conception does 
not seem to cover the groups of homogranic stops, the RPr 
does have the notion of varga "group of five homorganic 
stops.''258 


10.2.2. After this, the RPr uses the term savarna only 
once, and that also in the context of consonants. The term 
savarna-pürva "preceded by a savarņa'' is used in the context 
of stops. The example given by Uvata is yad devāh, 

where /d/ in deväh is preceded by /d/, which is a savarna 
"identical varna." If it were preceded even by /n/, still 

it would not fulfill the condition. This means that /a/ is 
savarna only with /d/, and not with any other sound. 


10.2.3. Thus, for the RPr, /a/, /i/, /u/ and /r/ are 
respectively savarna with ith /ā/, A/, /ü/ and /T/, and /d/ 

is savarna with d/. Looking at these examples, we might 
be able to dig out a general conception of savarna, which 
basically seems to mean "belonging to the same varna." 

The term varna functions on two levels. Its primary meaning 
is just a "sound." In its extended meaning, it stood for an 
abstraction, which may be characterized as "the real sound" 
or "class of sounds sharing some essential features." Thus, 
in the primary sense of the term, /a/ and /ā/ are different 
varnas "sounds," but in the extended sense, they both belong 
to thē same varņa. The origin ofthis extended notion of 
varņa can be s traced in the idea that a long vowel is essentially 
the same as the short vowel, but which has been prolonged. 
Thus quantity, nasality and pitch were in some sense added 
features to a given common factor. It was this common 
factor which came to be designated by the term varna. Then 
the term savarna can be explained as directly based on this 
extended notion of varna. Thus, /a/ and /ā/ are savarnas 
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"belonging to the same varna.'' This extended notion of 
varna, however, did not change very much with consonants. 
Thus, the term savarna used with respect to consonants 
stood moreover for "identity of the sound." The sounds 
/k/ and/kh/ did not belong to the same varna, and hence 
could not be grouped under the conception of savarna. This 
was the reason for having the concept of varga "group of 
homorganic stops" side by side with the concept of savarna 
“belonging to the same varna." 


Of course, the RPr adopted this background notion of 
savarna to its own needs, and restricted it to simple vowels. 
There also it excluded /V/ and extra-long vowels. This is 
based on the praticular needs of this particular system. 

The RPr used the term in the context of consonants in the 
sense of "identity of varna." Thus, from this particularized 
conception of savarna, we have to infer the background 
conception. 


10.2.4. Though there is no comprehensive rule of homo- 
geneous -representation like P.1.1.69, still we find the 
following system of representation in the RPr: 


[1] A short simple vowel also stands for its long varieties. 

[2] No other vowel can stand for other varieties. 

[3] The terms /ka/-varga etc. stand for the respective 
groups of homorganic stops. 

[4] Otherwise, a consonant stands for itself. 


The RPr seems to be in a more primitive stage compared 
to other Prātišākhyas, where these things are stated in the 
form of explicit rules. 


10.2.5. The concept of savarna is not used very frequently 
by the RPr, and many rules are formulated with terms like 
sasthäna "having the same point of articulation, ' where other 
Prātišākhyas use the term savarna. For instance, the rule 
of the substitution of a long vowel for two consecutive simple 
homogeneous vowels is formulated with the term sasthāna 
"homorganic. ''260 
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Since the term savarņa is used in a very limited 
sense, and is not defined in featural terms, there are no 
problems such as P.1.1.10. There is no concept of mutual 
homogeneity of /r/ and /1/. There seems to be no problem 
of how to make /a/ and /a/ savarnas of one another. There 
are two reasons for this. The first reason is that savarna is 
not featurally defined, but depends on the impressionistic 
and conventional notion of varna. The other reason is that 
the RPr considers all vowels including /a/ to be asprsta_ 
"without contact." 


10.3. THE TAITTIRIYA-PRATISAKHYA 


10.3.1. The TPr contains more points of interest than the 
RPr. The rule TPr (1.3) says: "The corresponding two 
sounds, short and long, are homogeneous (savarņa). "262 

As the commentary Tribhāsya-ratna explains, the sequences 
such as /a/-/a/, /a/-/ā/ ar, and /ä/-/a/ are sequences 
of homogeneous vowels.263 This definition applies only to 
the simple vowels (samäna), and there are nine of these 
according to the TPr, i.e. /a/, /a/, /a3/; /i/, /t/, /13/; 
/u/, /ū/ and /ü3/.264 Thus, this conception of savarna is 
restricted to short and long /a/, /i/ and /u/. The TPr (1.4) 
says that a simple vowel preceding an extra-long vowel is 
not savarna with the latter. 265 This prevents the undesired 
lengthening. 


The commentary points out that the only purpose of 
the term savarna is to formulate a rule for savarna -dirgha 
"homogeneous lengthening.'' This is the rule TPr (x. 2) 


is followed by a homogeneous sound, then both are replaced 
by the corresponding long vowel. "266 The exclusion of /r/ 
from the scope of the term savarņa is quite understandable, 
because "in fact, no case occurs in the Vedic text in which 
two of them are fused into one." 


10.3.2. The commentator says that "the term (savarna) is 
self-explanatory. Homogeneity means similarity. Thus 
there should be no suspicion of /a/ being regarded homo- 
geneous with /i/ etc., since they have different points of 
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articulation and internal effort.''268 The description of 
savarna sounds here seems to be quite influenced by the 
notions in the Paninian system (P.1.1.9). However, such 
a general conception is not intended by the TPr. 


10.3.3. Though there is no rule in the TPr based on 
homogeneity like P.1.1.69, still the TPr has its own devices: 


Rule (i.16): A sound followed by the affix -kāra is the name 
of that sound. 

Rule (i. 20): A short vowel, with the word -varņa after it, 
is the name of the three vowels [ short, long and 
extra-long | . 

Rule (i.27): The first mute, followed by the word -varga 
is the name of the series. 269 


Thus, /a/-kära stands only for a short /a/, /ä/-kära stands 
for only long /ä/, but /a/-varna stands for Jay, /a/ and 
/ä3/. But there is no such a thing as /ä/-varna. This 
corresponds to the non- /a-N/ vowels in Pänini, in some 
respects. Similarly, only /ka/ -varga can stand for the whole 
series, but /k/ by itself cannot. This is also similar to 
Pāņini's treatment of the sounds marked with /U/. While 

the TPr keeps the notions of savarna and grahana quite apart, 
Panini builds an inter -dependent procedure of savarna - 


grahana. 


In the TPr, there is neither /r/-varna, nor /l/-varna. 
Whitney rightly says: 


As our treatise acknowledges no protracted /r/, 
and neither a long nor a protracted /l/, it does not 
admit the compounds /r/-varna and /1/-varņa: of 
the other three it frequently avails itself. 270 


In this respect, the procedure of the TPr differs from 
Pànini's, as the latter does bestow the capacity to stand 
for their savarņas on /r/ and /1/, by P.1.1.69. 


10.3.4. The problem of homogeneity in the TPr is made 
complex by the fact that it keeps on using the term savarņa, 
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even in the context of consonants. In the context of syllabi- 
fication, the TPr (xxi. 7) (nāntahsthā-param asavarnam) says: 
"If a consonant is followed by a semi-vowel and is asvarna 
'non-identical' with that semi-vowel, then it does not belong 
to the preceding vowel, [but belongs to the following 

vowel] ."272 On this rule, the commentary Tribhāsya-ratna 
explains the word asavarna with vilaksana "different. "272 
Whitney explains this usage as follows: 


'Dissimilar' is simply explained by vilaksana, 'of 
diverse characteristics, different, ' it excludes 
from the operation of the rule doubled semi-vowel 
itself, and would also exclude the nasal semi-vowel 
into which /n/ and /m/ are converted before /1/, 
and /m/ before /y/ and /v/ (v.26, 28), if these 
occurred where the rule could apply, which is not 
the case. 272 


If asavarna can thus mean "different," savarna should then 
mean "non-different, the same." The TPr does use the 
term savarna in this sense. For instance, the TPr (xiv. 23) 
(savarna-savargiya-parah) says: "A sound followed by the 
same sound (savarņa), or by a sound of the same series of 
stops (savargiya) is not duplicated." 274 Here the term 
savarna stands for identity of form, and not just identity of 
the point of articulation and internal effort. This rule draws 
for us the important distinction between savarņa "identity 
of a sound" and savargiya "belonging to the same series of 
homorganic stops." Thus, /p/ and /p/ or /y/ and /$/ are 
savarnas, but /k/ and /kh/ are only savargiyas "belonging 
to the same series." 275 In the Päninian conception of 
savarna, which is far more expanded, this distinction is 
dissolved. There, the savargiyas are also savarnas. 


10.3.5. The distinction between savarna and savargiya 
affects the rule-formation of the TPr. Where Pànini can 
have just one rule, the TPr needs two rules: 


[1] TPr (v.27) (makārah sparša-paras tasya sasthānam 
anunāsikam): "The sound /m/, when followed by a 
Stop, becomes a nasal of the same point of articulation 
with it." 
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[2] TPr (v.28) (antahsthā-paraš ca savarnam anunāsikam): 
~ "Followed by a semi-vowel , /m becomes an identical 
nasal | semi -vowel] . "276 


The reason why the TPr needs these two rules is quite 

clear. According to its conception, /y/ and /$/ are savarnas 
"the same sound," but /t/ and /n/ are not. They are only 
sasthànas "sharing the same point of articulation." With 

his expanded notion of savarna, Pāņini needs only one rule, 


i.e. 8.4.58 (anusvārasya yayi para-savarņah). 


10.3.6. An overview of the TPr shows that its conception 

of savarna is basically the same as that of the RPr, discussed 
in Sec. 10.2.3. Itis based on the expanded notion of varna, 
which can be clearly seen in the convention of affixing -varna 
to short vowels to stand for long and extra -long varieties. 

In this extended notion of varna, the features of quantity, 
nasality and pitch seem to become non-distinctive for inclusion 
ina varna. Such a background conception of varna is used in 
the notion of savarna "identity of a varņa.'' Such a general 
notion of savarna is then restricted to particular needs of 

our treatise. Ás far as vowels are concerned, the TPr 
restricts the notion of savarna only to short and long /a/, 

/i/, and /u/, while the RPr, as already shown, included. 

long and short /r/ also. “This would indicate that the same 
background conception of savarna was adopted for their 
particular needs by different works. 


10.4. THE ATHARVAVEDA-PRATISAKHYA 


10.4.1. The text which we shall consider under the name 
APr is the Saunakiyà Caturādhyāyikā edited by Whitney, 
which is the same as the Kautsa-Vyākaraņa [ see: Sec. 4.8]. 
In this text, the term savarna occurs only once. The APr 
(iii. 42) (samānāksarasya savarne dīrghah) says: "A simple 
vowel followed by a savarna vowel becomes long [along with 
the following] ."278 This rule is not too different from the 
TPr (x. 2) (dirgham samānāksare savarna-pare), except in 
the conventions of rule-formation. The TPr expresses the 
substitute in accusative case, while the substituenda are 
expressed in the nominative case. This is the convention 
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of the older tradition, which is later continued by the 
Kātantra grammar. This is guite different from Pāņini's 
grammar, where the substitute is expressed in the nominative 
and the substituenda are expressed in the genitive case. 
[P.1.1.49 (sasthī sthäne-yogä).] The APr has followed 

the same convention. But this single rule by itself would 

not help us understand the general notion of savarņa in 

the APr. 


10.4. 2. On the APr (i.27), the unnamed commentary 


— 07 me 


This ; line means to say that those sounds which are ati 
with a like effort [at a point in] the mouth are styled homo- - 
geneous. The expression of this definition is notably identical 
with P.1.1.9 (tylyäsya-prayatnam savarnam). The definition 
of this Siksä could not really be interpreted by taking the 

term äsya-prayatna to stand just for internal effort, and 
hence, this definition becomes quite identical with Pāņini's 
rule, and probably belongs to a very ancient date. At the 
same time, it must be pointed out that this is not the notion 

of savarna in the APr. Whitney comments: 


The term savarna 'similar,' applied to sounds 
differing in quantity only, and not in quality, is 
used but once in our treatise (iii. 42), and is not 
defined by it: The cited definition is almost the 
same with that of Pāņini (i.1.9): that of the Väj 
Pr. (i.43) is more explicit: the other treatises, 
like our own, employ the word without taking the 
trouble to explain. 280 


10.4.3. Weare left to ourselves to figure out the conception 
of savarna in the APr. Could it be more like the RPr and 
TPr, or or more like P.1.1.9? A close study of the > APr shows 
that the former is the case. Though the APr, unlike T TPr, 
does not define the conventions of the usage ge of -kāra, 

-varna and -varga, behaviorally we can see that the same 
distinctions hold true in the APr. The affix -kāra appended 
to a vowel makes it stand for itself. For instance, /a/-kāra 
in the APr (11.92) excludes /a/.281 The affixationo 
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-varna helps short simple vowels to stand for their varieties 
differing in guantity. Thus, we have /a/-varņa, /i/-varņa, 
/u/-varpa, /r/-varņa etc. 282 But the long s simple vowels 
and diphthongs always go with -kāra, e.g. /ä/-kära (iii.38), 
/i/-kara (i. 74), /à/ -kàra (i. 74), Je/ -kāra (i.34), /o/-kara 
(i.34), /ai/-kära (i. 41) and /au/ -kāra (i.41). With consonants, 
if there is affixation of -akāra, they stand for themselves; 
but the sound /k(a)/, /c(a)/ etc. affixed with -varga stand 
for the respective series of homorganic stops. We also see 
that, unlike Pànini, but like the RPr and the TPr, the APr 
widely uses the concept of sasthàna "having the same point 
of articulation," where Pāņini uses savarna.283 This would 
show that the notion of savarna in the APr must be similar 
to that in the RPr and TPr. For other re: reasons, we may 
agree with Thieme and Liebich that "the author ‘of the AVPr. 
did draw upon Panini's grammar, ''284 but we do not have to 
identify the two conceptions of savarna. 


10.4.4. Since the notion of savarna in the APr is more 
like the two other Prātišākhyas, based on identity of varna, 
conventional and impressionistic, it is not faced with many 
problems, which Panini was faced with. Thus, there is no 
problem similar to P.1.1.10.285 The APr considers the 
short /a/ to be closed (sarhvrta), and other vowels to be 
open (vivrta).286 still it does not create problems similar 
to P. 8.4.68 (a a).287 If the notion of the APr were like 
P.1.1.9, there would have been all these problems. The 
very fact that there are no problems like this in the APr is 
a negative proof that its notion of savarna is different from 
Panini's. The VPr, which defined savarna like P.1.1.9, 
is faced with all the these problems, and had to make specific 
efforts to get out of them. 


10.5. THE VAJASANEYI-PRATISAKHYA 


10.5.1. The VPr goes under two other names, i.e. Šukla- 
yajuh -pratisakhya and Kātyāyana -prātišākhya. There isa 
pointed controversy whether the same Katyayana wrote 
varttikas on Pāņini and this Prātišākhya. 288 We shall not 
deal with this vexed question here, but will limit our inquiry 
to comparing and contrasting various definitions of savarna. 


94 


10.5.2. The VPr (i.43) defines savarņa as follows: samāna- 
sthāna -karānāsya -prayatnah savarnah: "A sound which has 
the same point of articulation, articulator and the internal 
effort [with another sound] is termed savarna 'homogeneous' 
[with respect to that other sound] . "289 This is clearly a 
featural definition. Of the three conditions, the first two, 
i.e. the points of articulation and articulators, are discussed 
in detail in the VPr. 290 However, the āsya-prayatnas or 
internal efforts are not discussed by the VPr. If we follow 
Uvata's commentary, there are six asya-prayatnas: samvrta 
"closed" for /a/, vivrta "open" for other vowels, asprstata 
"lack of contact" for vowels, sprstatä "contact" for stops, 
isat-sprstatà "slight contact" for semi-vowels and ardha- | 
sprstatā "half-way contact" for spirants and anusvāra. 291 


Since vowels and spirants have different internal 
efforts, they are not savarnas of each other, and thus there 
is no need for any rule like P. 1.1.10. However, /a/ is 
closed, while other vowels are open, and hence /a/ would 
not be homogeneous with /ä/. The VPr is aware of this 
problem and explicitly says (i. 72) that they should be treated 
as if they are homogeneous (savarna-vat).292 "Tt contains 
in words what is implied in the procedure of Pànini; who has 
used the ingeneous device of pronouncing in his grammar a 
sound different from what it is like in the actual language. "293 
Pànini pronounces /a/asan open sound in his grammar, so 
that it should be homogeneous with the open /à/ and /a3/. 
In the final rule of his grammar, P.8.4.68 (a a), he reinstates 
the closed /a/. This is the final operation in any derivation, 
and hence we never get open /a/ in the object language. 


10.5.3. There is apparently a problem still left in. The 
sounds /i/ and /e/ are produced in the same point of articu- 
lation (tàlavya "palatal')294 and their articulator is the 
middle of the tongue, 299 and both are open sounds. Similarly, 
/u/ and /o/ are both labial (osthya), 296 and their articulator 
is also the lips. 297 These two are also open sounds. Thus, 
/i/ would be homogeneous with /e/, and /u/ would be homo- 
geneous with /o/. However, this does not seem to be 
intended by the VPr. This could be avoided, perhaps, by 
considering /i/ and /u/ as vivrta "open" and /e/ and /o/ 
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as vivrta-tara "more Que " as has been done by many 
Siksas and Prätisäkhyas. 2 


10.5.4. The definition of the VPr needs to be compared 

with P.1.1.9 and Kātyāyana's varttika on it. P.1.1.9 
conditions homogeneity by āsya-prayatna, which in Katyayana's 
days came to stand only for internal effort. However, if 
homogeneity is conditioned by internal effort alone, then the 
sounds /j/, /b/,/g/, /d/ and /d/ could also be homogeneous. 
With such an objection, the Varttikakara Katyayana rephrases 
P.1.1.9 as follows: siddham tv äsye tulya -desa -prayatnam 
savarnam "The correct ct result is established by. stating that 

a sound is homogeneous | with another sound, if they share] 

the same point of articulation and internal effort in the mouth." 
[For details: Sec. 2.4.] This reformulation speaks of two 
conditions, while the definition of the VPr has added identity 

of the articulator as the third condition. Thieme considers 
P.1.1.9 to be "concise, but not precise," the VPr definition 

to be "not concise, but precise" and the vārttika reformulation 
to be "both precise and concise. 299 


10.5.5. In his "Panini and the Veda," Thieme says that 
according to Patafijali "the place of articulation (deša) is 
formed by the passive (sthāna) and active organ (karaņa). "300 
If this is the meaning of the word deša in the vārttika, then 
both the vārttika and the VPr (i. 43) would be guite synonymous 
with each other. 


This is doubtful. In fact, Patafijali does not explain 
the word deša with any other word. Instead of accepting 
Kātyāyana's reformulation, which leads to breaking up 
Panini's rule, Patafijali proposes to reinterpret Pānini's 
words as they stand. Thus, he interprets the word asya as 
meaning not just mouth, but as something that lies in the 
mouth | āsye bhavam|. Then he asks the question: "What 
is it that lies in the mouth?" The reply is: sthānam karaņam 
ca "The point of articulation and karana. "301° This passage 
was taken by Thieme as an interpretation of the word deša. 
The term karana here is explained by Kaiyata as standing 
either for internal effort or for the active organ. 302 It 
can be conclusively proved that here Patafijali only intends 
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internal effort. This is what Pataūjali says: 


If the designation savarņa were simply based on 
some similarity with some difference, then such a 
designation would be obtained for /$/ and /ch/, 
/s/ and /th/, and /s/ and /th/. These [ sounds in 
each pair] have identity in all other respects, 
except karana. 


The sounds /$/ and /ch/ have the same articulator, but 
they differ only in their internal effort. The same is true 
of the other pairs. Thus, the term karana in this context 
can only stand for internal effort. Thus, Thieme's 
explanations need to be revised. 


10.5.6. Thus the term deša in Kātyāyana's vārttika stands 
only for sthāna "point of articulation.'' Thieme himself, 
from quite different considerations, comes to accept this 
view in his later writings: 


Formerly [''Paņini and the Veda," p. 92, n. 3], I 
suggested that Kātyāyana's deša was meant as a 
comprehensive term for sthāna and karana. I do not 
uphold this conjecture: it is hard to believe that 
Katyayana could have expected to be understood when 
introducing such usage without further explanation. 

It is more probable that (in contradistinction to the 
view taken in the Vaj. Prat.) he thought of the 
mentioning of karana in the definition to be dispensable, 
since the definition is, indeed, unambiguous without 

it. In fact, the definition of the varttika conforms to 
the pattern of a true laksana, which is not a character- 
izing description, but a restrictive characterization, 
as was lucidly set forth by A. Foucher, "Compendium 
des Topiques' (Paris 1949) pp. 8 ff. 304 


Whether we agree with Thieme's views on the relationship 
of the two texts, i.e. the värttikas and the VPr, or we 
disagree with him, his characterization of the värttika 
definition is quite significant. 
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10.5.7. Now, we enter into a problem which needs to be 
critically analysed. Thieme says: "A full and complete 
analysis of what Pāņini obviously meant by the expression 
āsya-prayatna is given in Vāj. Pr. I.43. "305 He also 

thinks that the term karana "articulator" in the VPr definition 
is not essential, and therefore, Kātyāyana took it out in 

the vārttika on P.1.1.9. 


Whether karaņa "articulator" as the third condition 
is non~essential needs to be tested by referring to the usage 
of the VPr. According to the VPr, nàsikà "nose" is an 
articulator of the nasal sounds. If the difference of 
articulator is to cause non-homogeneity, then /a/ and /ä/, 
/y/ and $/, /k/ and /h/ would be non-homogeneous. For 
Pāņini, these sounds are obviously homogeneous, and he 
uses the term savarņa in the context of these sounds. Thus, 
in the sequences /m/-/y/, and /tn/-/k/, /in/ changes into 
/3/ and /h/ respectively, such that /$/ and /h/ are paras 
savarnas "homogeneous with the following sounds. "3 
But the VPr uses the term para -sasthāna "having the same 
point of articulation with the following sound," in this very 
context. 308 It also says that /m/, followed by a stop, changes 
into the fifth of the series of the following. 309 Even here, 
the term savarna is not used. Isit, then, possible, that 
for the VPr, /y/ and /$/ are only sasthäna, but not savarna? 
Similarly, is it possible that /k/ and /h/ belong to the same 
series, but are not savarņa ? 


10.5.8. Despite the arguments in the previous section, 

itis hard to believe that nasality causes hon-homogeneity 

in the VPr. If /a/ is not homogeneous with /ā/, then we 
may not be able to apply the VPr (iv. 50) (sim savarņe 
dirghah)310 to a sequence like /a/-/ā/ to derive /ā/. We 
cannot say that such a combination is not desired by the VPr, 
because the very next rule says: (VPr iv.51) (anunāsikavaty 
anunāsikam) "In case the following vowel is a nasal, | the 
resulting vowel] is nasal."311 This clearly allows that kind 
of combination. Similarly, we cannot say that /y/ and /$/ 
are not homogeneous. The rule VPr (iv.110) (savarne) 
says: '' Doubling does not take place] when a homogeneous 
consonant follows.'312 The example given by Uvata includes 
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the sequences /yy/ and /?v/, where there is no duplication. 313 


Thus, in summary, we must say that inclusion of 
karana in the definition is not carried to its logical conclusions, 
and hence, in view of the requirements, it is unnecessary. 
Thieme is certainly right in regarding it to be dispensable. 
That karana "articulator" is dispensable is clearly stated, 
later, by Hemacandra | ref: Sec. 12.7.2]. 


10.5.9. Uvata, on the VPr (i. 43), says that even the 

sounds /r/ and /l/ can be combined in a savarna-dirgha, if 
an example is found in the Vedic usage. 314 This, actually, 
seems to be an extension of Kātyāyana's vārttikas into the 
VPr, but has no basis. The sounds /r/ and /1/ have different 
points of articulation, and articulator, and hence they 

cannot be homogeneous. Nor is their homogeneity 
imposed by the VPr. In fact, Uvata himself indicates that 

/V never figures initially or finally in the object language. 316 
Thus, there is no possibility of such savarna-dirgha. 


10.5.10. Though the conception of savarna in the VPr 

seems to be identical in scope with P.1.1.9, the VPr does 

not utilize this conception as extensively as it is used by 
Panini. The VPr still follows the tradition of the Prātišākhyas 
in formulating its rules. Thus, there is no rule of savarpa- 
grahana like P.1.1.69, and the VPr follows other Prātišākhyas 
in their conventions of -kara, -varna and -varga. The usage 
of -kāra, in the Eabıen Sons like /a/-kära, /ka/-kära etc. 

is clearly defined. 317 The VPr defines that a short vowel 
stands for long and extra-long vowels, and a first consonant 

of a series stands for the series in the section where points 

of articulation are explained. 318 This is somewhat similar 

to P.1.1.69, but this is restricted to a very small number 

of rules. The VPr continues to utilize affixation of -varna 
and -varga. It still uses terms like sasthäna, where its 

own conception of savarna could have been used. Thus, the 
VPr resembles Pānini's grammar only in its definition of 
savarna, but not in its implementation. 


10.5.11. Finally the question that we ought to ask is whether 
the VPr needs the kind of definition of savarņa it has given 
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to account for its own usage of this term. The rule VPr 

(iv. 110) (savarne) requires /y/, /v/ and /1/ to be homo- 
geneous with their nasal counter-parts. The third and last 
rule using the term savarna is the VPr (iii.8) (pratyaya- 
savarnam mudi šākatāyanah). This rule says that /h 
followed by /s/ , /8/ or /s/ changes to a sound homogeneous 
with the following. Here /s/, /$/ and /s/ are required to 
be homogeneous with themselves. These are the only three 
rules in the VPr which use the notion of savarna. 


If we look at the examples closely, it will be instantly 
clear that they can be savarnas simply because they show 
identity of the varna, and fit well in the notion of savarna 
of the other Prātišākhyas. Thus, the definition of savarna 
in the VPr is unnecessarily over-extensive, and compared 
to its own requirements, it is quite superfluous. It may be 
the case, that the author of this Prātišākhya came under a 
heavy influence of Panini's grammar, and hence gave the 
expanded definition of savarņa. However, while writing 
his rules, he faithfully followed the tradition of the other 


Pratisakhyas. 
10.6. THE SAMAVEDA-PRATISAKHYAS 


10.6.1. There are four texts which go under the general 
category of the Sāmaveda-prātišākhyas, i.e. the Rk-tantra 
attributed to the pre-Pāņinian Sakatayana, the Sama-tantra 
ascribed to Audavraji, the Puspasūtra ascribed to Pusparsi, 
and the Aksaratantra. Of these four texts, only the Rk- 


tantra has general discussion of phonetics, while the other 
texts are concerned more with the particular problems of 
Sāman-recitation. The Rk-tantra shows the tendency of 
shortening the grammatical terms, e.g. masa for samasa, 
rga for varga, gha for dirgha etc. The term savarna is 
never used in any of these texts. The term sva is used in 
the Rk-tantra occasionally for identity of an element [e.g. 
kant sve, Rk-tantra 155, kan-Sabdah sve pratyaye sakaram 
apadyate/ käms kan ha jayati, comm. p. 34]. The Rk-tantra 
[25, sparšah sve] says that a stop followed by a sva belongs 
to the preceding vowel. Here sva seems to cover sounds of 
the same varga [see: Notes to Rk-tantra, by Surya Kanta, 
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p. 14, n. 25]. Within a particular section of the Rk-tantra, 
a stop stands for its varga [ sparse rgasya, Rk-tantra 13, 
sparša-grahaņe vargasya grahanam vijüeyam, comm. p.7ļ. 
Thus, /k/, /c/, /t/, /t/ and /p/ stand for the respective 
vargas in the rules [4] jihvä-müle hkr, [5] tāluni $cye, 
[6] mürdhani satau, [7] dante tslāh and [9] osthe vohpü 
[see: Rk-tantra, pp. 5-6]. In one case, /r/ seems to stand 
for /f/ [jihvā-mūle hkr, Rk-tantra 4, jihvā-mūlīyasthā 

jihvà -müla -sthānāh kakāra-rkāra-fkārāh, comm. p. 5]. 

In some rules, /e/ and /o/ seem to stand also for /ai/ and 
/au/ [täluni $cye, Rk-tantra 5, tālu-sthānāh šakāra-cakāra- 
yakara -ikdra~fkara-ekarah, comm; and osthe vohpū, Rk- 
tantra 9, osthya-sthānā vakära -okära -aukara -upadhmäniya - 
pakāra -ukāra -ükäräh, comm, p. 6]. The commentary seems 
to be somewhat inconsistent in including /au/ in rule 9, 

but in not including /ai/ in rule 5. It is important to note 

that Sākatāyana, who is supposedly pre-Pāņinian, accepts 


1.3, p. 3]. The same tradition might have continued up 

to Pāņini forcing him to construct P.1.1.10 (nājjhalau). But 
in contrast to Panini, Šākatāyana accepts /a/ and /ä/ to be 
both open, or rather more open [ vivrtataram akāraikārau- 
kārāņām, 1.3, p. 3]. [Note: In this statement, akāra 
seems to cover ākāra also. | 


10.6.2. The Puspa-sūtra has nothing parallel to savarna. 
It uses the term sva | = svakiya] in connection with sāmans 
belonging to a group | see: Puspa-sūtra, Einleitung, 

p. 507]. Expressions with -kāra and -varna are quite 
frequent, and the notion of savargiya "belonging to the same 
varga" is occasionally used | Puspa-sütra, pp. 636, 639, 
667|. The Sāma-tantra ascribed to Audavraji is very 
important from the point of view of ancient grammatical 
terminology, but it has no notion of savarņa. It uses the 
term ga for varga | see: na ga-prathama-cu, 3.5.6., 

na varga-prathamādir mandram āpadyate, comm., Sāma- 
tantra, p. 89]. In one place, /t/ seems to stand for ta- 
varga | see: au ti, 5.5.9., p. 156]. Unfortunately I have 
not been able to obtain the Aksara-tantra, but from its 
description, it seems to be very much similar to the Sāma- 
tantra. Thus, as far as the notion of savarņa is concerned, . 
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the Pratisakhyas of the Sāmaveda have many unfinished 
ideas, but no conclusive development. In some ways, they 
may reflect a more ancient state of grammatical development, 
compared to the Pratisakhyas belonging to the other Vedas. 
However, the exact dates of these texts are not as yet 
definitely known. The Mātrālaksaņa, an ancillary text of the 
Sāmaveda, uses the term savarna once (1.9) in the context 
of homorganic varieties of /a/, /i/, /u/ and /r/. 
[Mäträlaksana, ed. B. R. Sharma, Kendriya Sanskrit 
Vidyapeetha, Tirupate, 1970.| However, nothing is known 
about the author or the date of this text. 


CHAPTER XI 
SIKSĀS ON SAVARŅA 


11.1. Asithas been already discussed in Sec. 10.1., 

the class of the Siksä-texts is extremely old to have been 
mentioned in the Upanisads, and it is older than the 
Prātišākhyas and Panini. However, it must be remembered 
that the Šiksā texts which are available to us today are 
certainly not these old Šiksās, but are all younger than the 
Prātišākhyas and Panini | see: Sec. 10.1]. 


11.2. The main purpose of the Šiksās is phonetics, pure 
and applied, and not grammar. Thus, the Siksās extensively 
deal with the articulatory process in all its aspects and 
classify sounds accordingly. These phonetic considerations 
have been utilized by the grammarians to define certain 
grammatical categories. The notion of savarna is based on 
these phonetic considerations, but serves a purpose which 

is more grammatical. The difference in phonetic consider - 
ations can lead to problems in the definition and implementa - 
tion of savarna. When one reads through the available 

Šiksā texts, one comes across different notions of savarņa, 
which may be put together and studied carefully. What 
follows is an attampt in this direction. At this stage, we 
shall not see how phonetics here affects the notion of savarna 
elsewhere, but rather what the Šiksās themselves have to 
say on this notion. 


11.3. The metrical version of the Pàniniya-$iksà does not 
use the term savarna, but the Pāninīya- -Šiksā-si -sütras contain 
two statements involving this term. They are as follows: 

[1] "The spirants and /r/ have no savarnas," and [2] "A 
member of a varga (group of homorganic stops) is savarna 
with other members of the same varga. "319 The first 
Statement is identical with a statement found in the 
Mahábhàsya, and its significance has been discussed in 
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Sec. 7.1.9. The Pàniniya-$iksa-sütras seem to have taken 
this statement from Patafijali. 320 They appear to be post- 
Patafijali, because we find that the rule (3.6) says: "the 
spirants have their articulator with a slight gap,'' while the 
rule (3. 7) says: "or they might be regarded open. "321 

This seems to be an attempt to accomodate views of both 
Panini and Patanjali. Similar rules are also to be found 

in the Siksá -sütras ascribed to Apisali.322 [For a different 
view, see n. 124. ] 


11.4. The Varna-ratna-pradipikà -šiksā of Amare$a apparently 
presents quite a strange notion of savarna. It says: 


Whatever is the point of articulation (sthàna) and 
articulator (karana) of a sound, [ifitis the same 
with another sound, then] it should be accepted as 
savarņa [with respect to the other sound]. [Their] 
internal effort (āsya-prayatna) may, however, be 
different. 


Thus, identity of the point of articulation and the articulator 
defines homogeneity, and the internal effort is not to be 
taken into account. This Siksa clarifies the reason for 
adopting such a view: 


Let there be homogeneity of long /à/ and short /a/, 
despite the difference of internal effort. Therefore, 
[homogeneity] is thus defined. 


The short /a/ sound is closed, while the long /à/ is open, 
and hence there might not be homogeneity of these two sounds 
if internal effort is one of the conditions. 


> 


For this very problem, Panini pronounces open 
/a/ in his grammar, and reinstates the closed sound /a/ 
at the end of his grammar (P.8.4.68). The VPr makes a 
special rule to consider /a/ and /a/ as if they are homo- 
geneous. [Sec. 10.5.2.] These measures seem to be very 
careful, but modifying the general definition as is done by 
the Varna -ratna -pradipika -$iksà creates a lot of problems. 
For instance, this conception could make /i/, /c/-series, 
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/y/ and /$/ homogeneous with each other. However, it 

is not clear how this conception was meant to be utilized, 
because the term is used only once again, where /$/, /s/ 
and /s/ are required to be homogeneous with themselves. 329 
This Siksä also defines a convention that a sound affixed 

with -varna stands for its homogeneous sounds. 326 


11.5. The Prātišākhya-pradīpa -šiksā comments on the rules 
of the VPr containing the term savarna, without really 
explaining the term. 327 On one occasion, the term savarņa 
is rendered by sadrsa "similar.''328 This Siksā advocates 
homogeneity of /r/ and /l/, quoting the vārttika of Kätyäyana 
(r-l-kàrayoh savarna-vidhih) (on P,1.1.9). This homo- 
geneity is used to interpret a rule from the Pratijfià -sütra. 
The Pratijīā-sūtra prescribes that /r/ should be pronounced 
as /re/. Thus, krsņa and rtviya are to be pronounced as 
kresna and retviya. The Siksa extends this rule to /1/ and 
says that klpta should be pronounced as klepta. 329 


The Kešavī-šiksā of Kešava Daivajfia says that a 
rule that applies to /r/ also applies to /1/, because they 
are savarna "homogeneous.''330 This is a somewhat different 
context. This rule requires that the svara-bhakti of /r/ in 
some places is pronounced as /re/. Thus the word barhise 
is pronounced as barehise. The Kešavī-šiksā extends this 
to /1/, and says that valhāmasi should be pronounced as 
valehāmasi. 


11.6. F. Kielhorn guotes the definition of savarņa given by 
the Vyäsa-siksä: tulya-rüpam savarnam syät "Sounds with 
identical form are savarnas. "33I Unfortunately, I have not 
been able to reach the original text of this Siksä, which has 
been published in the Journal of the University of Madras 
(1929).332 Heinrich Lüders' study "Die Vyāsa-šiksā, 
besonders in Ihrem Verhaltnis zum Taittiriya -Prätisakhya, '' 
[ Göttingen, 1894] is very detailed, and provides some help 
on the conception of savarna in the Vyasa-siksa. In his 
"Inhaltsübersicht der Siksā,'' Lüders provides the following 
description: 


Verse (5): "Definition von varga,'' and "Bildung des 
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Namens eines varga." 

Verse (10): "Definition von savarna." 

Verse (13): "Bildung der Namen von Vokalen mit 
varpa, mit kāra und t." 

Verse (14): "Bildung der Namen von Konsonanten 
mit -akara. "333 


This system looks very much like the Prātišākhyas, and 
hence the definition of savarna (tulya-rüpam savarnam) 
seems to stand basically for identity of a varna. 


That the Vyāsa-šiksā is very much in the tradition of 
the Prätisäkhyas can be determined by studying several of 
its rules which involve the notion of savarna. The verse 
(166) is described as: "Behandlung des /i/-Vokals und des 
/u/ -Vokals vor nicht homogenen (asavarna) Vokalen.''334 
This seems to be the change of /i/ to /y/ and /u/ to /v/ 
before a-savarna "non-homogeneous'" vowels. The verse 
(172) is described as: "Verschmelzung der ersten acht 
Vokale mit einem folgenden gleich -artigen. "335 This is 
parallel to VPr (iv.50, sim savarne dirghah), APr. (iii. 42, 
samānāksarasya savarne dirghah) and TPr (x.2, dīrgham 
samānaksare savarna-pare); and it is different from P.6.1.101 


described as: "Zugehörigkeit des Konsonanten vor ungleich- 
artigem Halb-volkal.''336 This rule discusses the syllabic 
relationship of a consonant with the following asavarna 
semi-vowel, and it is comparable to the TPr (xxi. 7, 
nàntahsthà -param asavarnam) [Sec. 10.3.4]. Lüders has 
systematically brought home the point that this Siksä is 
almost a versified version of the TPr. Thus, the notion of 
savarna in the Vyasa-Siksa is generally not different from 
the Prätisäkhya-type of definition. 337 


11.7. An unnamed commentary on the APr quoted by Whitney 
cites a verse from a Šiksā text: samānāsya-prayatnā ye te 
savarnä iti smrtah, and comments "the cited definition is 
almost the same as that of Pāņini'' | ref: Sec. 10.4.2]. 
Literally this line says that two sounds having the same 
asya-prayatna are savarnas. The use of the term asya- 
prayatna, in this verse, is of historical significance. 
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No text, other than P.1.1.9, uses the term āsya-prayatna 
to stand for both the points of articulation and internal effort. 
But this Siksä uses the term to stand for both of these 
conditions, like Pāņini. Ifit were to stand only for the 
internal effort, that would be quite a novel conception of 
homogeneity. Thus, this Siksä seems to be very ancient 
and perhaps older than all those texts which use the term 
Asya -prayatna to stand just for internal effort. It may even 
be pre-Päninian. Thus, Pänini was not alone in his usage 
of the term äsya-prayatna to stand for both the point of 
articulation and internal effort. 


The Nāradīya-šiksā belonging to the Sama-veda uses 
the term savarna twice. It says that /m/ followed by /y/, 
/v/ or /1/ changes to a para-savarna ''sound homogeneous 
with the following. ''338 This does not help us get a clear 
notion of savarna, since this rule could be formulated in 
the Päninian conception of savarna as well as in the 
Prätisäkhya conception. The term savarna is also used 
with respect to yama (e.g. nasal /K/, /8/ ete. found in 
Vedic). This yama is said to be savarna "homogeneous" 
with the preceding sound. 339 The commentary of Bhatta 
Sobhakara on this verse explains savarna by sadrsa 
"similar." 340 In the Päninian grammar, yamas do not 
play any important role. They are not listed in the Siva- 
sütras, nor are they considered to be homogeneous with 
any consonants. Bhartrhari says that the yamas are neither 
represented through homogeneous representation, nor through 
universal-mention. 341 The Nàradiya-Siksà seems to use 
the term in a very general sense of identity of the varna 
and similarity. 


11.8.' The concept of savarna in some of the Šiksās seems 

to come very close to the Pāņinian conception. The Šaiširīy i 
$iksä says that a word-final /m/, followed by a stop, changes 
into a nasal sound homogeneous (savarna) with the following 
stop [antya-sthāne makāro'yam pürvah sparse padāntagah/ 
udaye tat-savarnah syāt sarvasminn anunāsikah//, verse 

281, Journal of Vedic Studies, Vol. II., No. 2., 1935, p. 15). 
This verse makes /n/ and /t/ homogeneous with each other, 
which is very similar with Pānini's procedure. A similar 
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usage of the term savarna is seen in the > Vyāsa -Siksä [see: 


anunasikam / verse 16; the commentary of Alamücu 


ca a makārah pens -sthitah/ tesim avāpnuyāt éli Sliste savarnam 


tulya- -sthāna -karanah; Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 
Poona, MS. No. 383 of 1883-84, folio 7]. The Kaundinya - 
Šiksā uses a triple distinction of terms: savarna in the context 
of savarņa a-dīrgha, sarūpa "with identical form" for "identity 
of sound" and savargiya "belonging to the same stop-series. " 

| See: na sartipa-savargiya-paro varno dvir R verse 68; 
savarna-dirgha in verses 87 and 89. Prof. . Abhyankar, 
Poona, has a copy of this Siksä made from the single MS 
which exists in a private collection in Hyderabad. This is 
planned to be published in the Annals of the Bhandarkar 
Oriental Research Institute. ] The Siksadhyàya of the 
Bharatabhasyam b am by Nānyab Nānyabhūpāla says that some scholars 
considered A 1/, /h/ and /r/ to be savarnas of each other 
because they have the same point of articulation and internal 
effort. It also refers to Närada's opinion that /u/ is savarna 
with /v/ and /$/ is savarna with /s/ | Bharatabhāsya, 
Siksädhyäya, verses 48-9, p. 21]. The context indicates 

that the term has been used for nothing more than "similar 
sounds." 


CHAPTER XII 


NON-PANINIAN GRAMMARS 
ON SAVARNA 


12.1. A comprehensive study of the conception of savarna 
cannot be complete without considering its definitions and 
implementation in the non-Pāņinian systems of Sanskrit 
grammar. There is an extensive published literature of 

these systems, and they have drawn some attention of 
scholars. Among the studies on these systems, noteworthy 
are Liebich's translation of the Katantra | "Das Katantra," 
Zur Einführung in die indische einheimische Sprachwissen- 
schaft I, Heidelberg, 1919] and his Konkordanz Pänini - 
Candra [Breslau, 1928]. Also noteworthy is A. C. Burnell's 


[Mangalore, 1875]. 


Many scholars have devoted articles to non-Päninian 
systems of Sanskrit grammar, but Franz Kielhorn is perhaps 
unique in this field in having worked with so many different 
systems, even before they were published. His articies 
include: 1) 'Indragomin and other Grammarians" [Indian 
Antiquary, vol. 15, 1886, pp. 181-3] ; 2) "On the Jainendra - 
Vyākaraņa" [Indian Antiguary, vol. 10, 1881, pp. 75-9]; 

3) "The Chändra-Vyäkarana and the Kāšikā-Vritti" | Indian 
Antiquary, vol. 15, 1886, pp. 183-5]; 4) "On the Grammar 

of Sākatāyana"' [Indian Antiquary, vol. 16, 1887, pp. 24-8]; 
5) "Scheinbare Citate von Autoritäten in grammatischen 
Werken" [Festgruss Bóhtlingk, 1888, pp. 52-3]; 6) "A 

Brief Account of Hemachandra's Sanskrit Grammar" [Wiener 
Zeitschrift, vol. 2, 1888, pp. 18-24] ; 7) "Malayagiri's 
Samskrit Grammatik" | Góttinger Nachr., 1892, pp. 318-327]; 
and 8) "Die Säkatäyana Grammatik" | Göttinger Nachr., 1894, 
pp. 1-14]. 
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Also noteworthy are the following articles: 1) "Das 
Cāndra-Vyākaraņa,'' Bruno Liebich [ Nachrichten von der 
Königl. Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen, Phil. 
Hist. Klasse, 1895] ; 2) "The Text of the Jainendra -Vyakarana 
and the Priority of Candra to Pūjyapāda, "K. B. Pathak 


vol. 13, 1931-2]; 3) "Ist Candragomin der Verfasser der 
Càndra-vrtti ?" R. Birwé | Mélanges d'Indianisme à la 
mémoir de Louis Renou, Paris, 1968]; 4) "Über die 
Grammatik Kātantra,'' Otto Bóhtlingk | ZDMG, Vol. 41, 
1887]; 5) "Kātantra und Kumäraläta,'' Heinrich Lüders 
[BSB, Phil. Hist. K1., 1930, also included in Philologica 
Indica, Göttingen, 1940]; 6) "Moggalianas Saddalakkhana_ 
und das Cāndra-Vyākarana,'' Otto Franke | Journal of the 
Pali Text Society, Vol. 53, 1903]; 7) "Das Verhāltnis von 
Candra's Dhátupátha zu den Pāli Dhātu pāthas, Otto Franke, 
[Ibid. |; 8) "A Glimpse into the Kāšakrtsna School of Sanskrit 
Grammar, n G. B. Palsule | Proceedings and and Irausactgne 


of Jiva Gosvämin,'' G. B. Palsule CASS arts VI No. 2., 
University of Poona, Poona, 1974]; 10) "Kāšakrtsna,'' 

K. C. Chatterjee [Indian Historical Quarterly, Vol. VIII, 
1932]; 11) "A Note on Apisali,'' V. Pisani [Journal of the 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, Vol. 5, 1956] ; 12) "Aspects of 
pre-Pāņinian Sanskrit Grammar, " Batakrishna Ghosh 

[B. C. Law Comm. Volume] ; 13) "The Relation of Panini's 
Technical D Devices to his Predecessors, n Mangala Deva 


1926]; 14) "Les 'innovations' de la grammaire de Candra- 
gomin,'' Louis Renou | Études de Grammaire Sanskrite, 
Paris, 1936]; 15) The Sanskrit Dhātupāthas, a Critical 
Study, G. B. Palsule ile [ Poona, 1961], (a coi comparative study 
of the Dhātupāthas of the various systems of Sanskrit 
Grammar); 16) Geschichte und Kritik der einheimischen 
Pàli-Grammatik und -Lexicographie, Otto Franke [ Strassburg, 
1902], (contains material on various systems of Sanskrit 
Grammar in comparison with Pāli grammatical systems); 
17) Robert Birwē's extensive introduction to the edition of 
the Sākatāyana-vyākaraņa | Bharatiya Jhänapitha Prakashan, 
Banaras, 1971], (which discusses a great many historical 
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problems); and 18) Ācārya Hemacandra aur unakā 
Sabdānušāsana: Eka Adhyayana, Nemichandra Shastri 
| Banaras, 1963]. 


Apart from such specialized studies, general accounts 
of these systems are found in Colebrooke's ''On the Sanskrit 
and Prakrit Languages" [Asiatic Researches, Vol. VII, 1803, 
pp. 199-231]; Belvalkar's Systems of Sanskrit Grammar 
[Poona, 1915]; K. V. Abhyankar's Introductory Volume 
| Vol. VII] (Prastävanä -Khanda) to his father's complete 
Marathi translation of the Mahäbhäsya [ Poona, 1954]; 
Yudhisthir Mimamsaka's Vyākaraņa -šāstrakā Itihāsa 
[Ajmer, 1961-2] in three volumes; and Gurupada Haldar's 
Vyākaraņa Daršanera Itihāsa | Calcutta, 1350 Bengali Era, 
1943 A.D.]. Several texts in several editions on these non- 
Pāņinian systems have been published in India and abroad, 
and there is enough material available for a comparative 
study. In our study of the conception of savarņa in these 
systems, we shall follow approximately the order of systems 
given in the "Chronological Conspectus of the Different 
Schools" in S. K. Belvalkar's Systems of Sanskrit Grammar. 
Though this ''Conspectus'' could certainly be improved, we 
shall not deal here with matters of pure chronology. 


12.2. APISALI ON SAVARNA Pāņini refers to Āpišali in 
P.6.1.94 (và supy äpisaleh). Though Apišali's grammar 
has not come down to us, there are Siksä-sütras ascribed 
tohim. These do not provide a definition of savarna, but 
use the term twice. This Siksä says that the spirants and 
/r/ have no homogeneous sounds, and that a member ofa 
varga is homogeneous with other members of the same 
varga. 342 From these two statements we are left to infer 
Āpišali's conception of savarņa. Since /k/, /kh/, /g/, 
/gh/ and /h/ are considered to be savarnas, the point of 
articulation must be one of the conditions. However, it 
could not be the only condition, because, in that case, /k/ 
would be homogeneous with /h/. This has been denied by 
this text. Thus, /k/ and /h/ are not sayarnas. This might 
indicate that internal effort was also included in the definition 
of savarna. According to this Siksä, the spirants are isad- 
vivrta "slightly open," while stops are sprsta "with 
contact. "343 
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Since spirants are slightly open, and vowels are open, 
there is no need of any rule such as P.1.1.10 (najjhalau). It 
also speaks of sarnvrta "closed" short /a/.344 This would 
create the problem of non-homogeneity of /a/ with /ā/, 

That would indicate that Apisali must have had some way to 
get around this difficulty. This close similarity with 
Pāņini's grammar makes us wonder why Pāņini did not 
follow Āpišali in considering spirants to be slightly open? 
That would have spared him the trouble of formulating 
P.1.1.10. Most of the later grammars have accepted this 
subclassification. It is somehow hard to think that this 
subclassification existed before Panini and yet Panini took 
the trouble of formulating P.1.1. 10. It may be that the 
Siksa ascribed to Āpišali is actually a late work in that 
tradition, which accepted the classification made by Patafjali. 
[Fora different view, see: n. 124.] There is yet no 
decisive evidence to prove that this text is older than Pànini. 


12.3. THE KĀTANTRA AND KASAKRTSNA-VYAKARANA 
12.3.1. Burnell believed that terms like savarna were 
taken by Pànini from the Aindra School of grammar. 

Burnell also believed that the Kātantra system reflects 

this ancient school. 346 The Kātantra takes for granted its 
list of sounds (varna-samämnäya), where the first fourteen 
sounds [i.e. /a/, /a/, /i/, A 7, /a/, fal, /x/, /&/, /V, 
A, /e/, /o/, /ai/, /au/] are vowels; and of these the first 
ten are termed samäna "simple vowels. "347 Then the term 
savarna is introduced: Kat (1.1.4) "Of these [ simple 
vowels], two by two are savarna with each other, "348 
Liebich explains this term as "von gleicher Kaste. "349 

In fact, more than "Kaste," the term savarna is related to 
the linguistic meaning of varna. Then the term is used in 
the following rules. Kātantra (1.2.1) says: "A simple 
vowel followed by a homogeneous vowel is lengthened and 

the following vowel is deleted. ''350 Though the procedure 
here is different from the single-substitute (ekādeša) 
procedure followed by the Pratisakhyas, still it is termino- 
logically closer to them than to Panini. The rules (1.2. 8-11) 
say that before an asavarna vowel, the /i/-vowels, /u/-vowels, 
/r/-vowels and /1/-vowels are respectively changed to 
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/y/, /v/, /r/ and /l/, and the following sound is not 
deleted. 351 The rule (3.4.56) says that /i/-vowels and 
/a/-vowels of the first element of the root-reduplication are 
replaced by /iy/ and /uv/, before an asavarna vowel. 352 
These are the only occurrences of the term savarna in the 
Kātantra-vyākaraņa. Thus, we might say that the notion of 
savarna here is quite in the tradition of the Prātišākhyas, 
except that it is extended here to /1/ and /1/. 393 But the 
Prätisäkhyas use this concept of savarna also with consonants, 
in the sense of "identity of varna." The Kätantra does not 
use this term with respect to consonants. The conventions 
of using the affixation of -kāra, -varna and -varga are the 
same as in the Prātišākhyas. 


12.3.2. The original Kātantra system makes independent 
rules for /r/ and /1/ and thus there seems to be no notion 
of their homogeneity. However, as Eggeling points out: 
"Between 4 and 5, the Laghuvrtti adds two sütras, or rather 
värttikas (a) rkära-]kärau ca and (b) vargyah sva- 
vargyena.'" 355 This seems to be a later introduction in the 
Kātantra under influence of Katyayana's varttikas. These 
two statements mean that /r/ and /1/ are homogeneous with 
each other, and that members of a varga are homogeneous 
with each other. The second statement seems to bring the 
Katantra notion of savarna closer to Panini's notion. This 
is also a late attempt. The commentary of Trilocanadasa 
on this system points out that homogeneity of /r/ and /1/ 

is established on the basis of worldly usage of these 
sounds. 356 This conception of Trilocanadāsa is pu 
the Laghubhàsya by saying that people do not identify /r 

and ^ 357 E 


12.3.3. The Kātantra-paribhāsā-sūtra-vrtti of Bhavamisra 
contains the following maxim: varna-grahane savarņasyāpi 
grahanam.358 This is an explanation of the affixation of 
-varna to short simple vowels, so that they also stand for 
the long varieties. This is the principle of grahaņa 
"representation" followed by the Kātantra system. 


12.3.4. We may here refer briefly to the grammar of 
Kāšakrtsna. In 1952, A. N. Narasimhia published the 
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Kāšakrtsna ~Sabdakalapa -Dhātupātha of Cannavirakavi 
[Sources of Indo-Aryan Lexicography: 5, Deccan College, 
Poona, 1952]. It contains a Dhatupatha ascribed to 
Kāšakrtsna, with a brief Sanskrit and Kannada commentary. 
This commentary quotes a few rules of Kāšakrtsna's grammar. 
[For a survey of views on Kāšakrtsna's date, see my review 
of S. D. Joshi and J. A. F. Roodbergen, Vyākaraņa- 
Mahābhāsya, Karmadhārayāhnika, Publications of the Centre 
of Advanced Study in Sanskrit, University of Poona, Class C, 
No. 6, 1971 (review forthcoming in Orientalistische 
Literaturzeitung, Leipzig). | G. B. Palsule (1953) has 
presented an interesting study of Kāšakrtsna's grammar 
based on the above mentioned Dhātupātha and the rules found 
in the commentary thereon. Kāšakrtsna is most probably 
post-Pāņinian and pre-Kätyäyana | Palsule (1953), p. 350]. 
We have to mention Kāšakrtsna in the context of the Kātantra 
system, because ''excepting one or two solitary cases 
Käsakrtsna agrees entirely with the Katantra in the matter 
of the technical terms" [Ibid., p. 352]. Kāšakrtsna uses 
the terms like samāna, nāmin, varga, sandhyaksara, -kāra, 
which show that he belongs to the general class of the Aindra 
type, which is seen in the Prātišākhyas and the Kātantra. 
Yudhisthir Mimamsaka (1961-2, Vol. I, p. 113) claims 

that the Katantra is in fact a summary of Käsakrtsna's 
grammar. This question still needs to be investigated 
further. 


12.4. THE JAINENDRA-VYAKARANA 


12.4.1. The Jainendra-vyākaraņa of Devanandin defines 

the term sva [ = savarna] as: (1.1.2) "[A sound is termed] 
sva 'homogeneous' | with respect to another sound, if they 
share] the same point of articulation and internal effort, ''359 
This is quite parallel to P.1.1.9. The Mahāvrtti of 
Abhayanandin on this rule gives extensive details of phonetics 
and also of the scope of the term sva. According to the 
Mahavrtti, spirants are slightly open, and vowels are open. 360 
This follows Patafijali's subclassification. Thus there is no 
need of a rule like P.1.1.10. Similarly, there is no question 
of how /a/ and /ā/ can become homogeneous. Abhayanandin 
says that the view [of the Päninians] that /a/ is closed in 


the object language, but is open in grammar is false. There 
should be no difference of pronounciation in the object language 
and grammar.361 He explains that /r/ and spirants have no 
homogeneous sounds, but members of a varga are homogeneous 
among themselves. 362 All this is quite parallel to the Pāninian 
conception. 


12.4.2. This system has a procedure which is identical with 
Pāņini's savarna-grahana (P.1.1.69). The rule (Jain. 1.1. 72) 
says: " An /a -N/ sound and a sound marked with /U/ stands 
for itself and for its homogeneous sounds, except if it is an 
introduced sound (bhàvya) or is marked with /T/.'363 This 
rule combines several things in the Pāņinian system. It 
combines P.1.1.69 with P.1.1. 70 and the maxim: 
bhāvyamānena sayarnänäm grahanam na [Sec. 8.2]. This 
shows that while constructing his grammar, Devanandin 
attempted to follow the late phase of Paninian interpretation. 
Patafjali's suggestions are followed verbatum. The corre- 
spondence of this system with Pāņini is so strong, that for 
almost every Pāņinian rule with savarna, we find a rule with 
sva.364 Due to the acceptance of Pāņini's Siva-sütras with 
some minor modifications, with almost the same system of 
markers and metatheoretic conventions, rules of the Jainendra 
grammar look like a revised edition of Pànini's system. 

To add to this, this system accepts homogeneity of /r/ 

and /1/, following Kätyäyana. 36 


12.5. THE CANDRA-VYAKARANA 


12.5.1. The system of Cändra -vyäkarana of Candragomin 
follows Kātyāyana's suggestion of universal-mention, instead 
of following Panini's homogeneous-representation. While 
commenting on his modified version of the Siva-sütras, 
Candragomin says that these sounds are intended to stand 
for their universals. 367 Thus, there is no definition of 
savarna nor is there any procedure like P.1.1.69. 


12.5.2. Kātyāyana himself thought that even in universal- 
mention, a rule of representation would have to be retained 
for the classes of stops. Thus, he suggested that only /a-N/ 
sounds should be omitted from P.1.1.69, retaining the rule 
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udit savarnasya. [Sec. 3.16.] But this would make it 
necessary to have a definition of homogeneity like P.1.1.9. 
Candragomin found a better way out. He ruled that the initial 
sound of a varga, marked with /U/, stands for the respective 
varga (1.1.2).968 Thus he resorted to the older notion of 
varga, which Pāņini had replaced with his expanded definition 
of savarna. He reformulated Pāņini's rules in such a way 
that he could avoid using the term savarna. Instead, he 
made use of the older terms like sasthāna, which are self- 
expressive (anvartha) and do not need any definition. 370 
Candragomin has shown independence in not following 
Patanjali, but in following Kātyāyana's suggestions. As we 
shall see later, there were other systems which followed 
Kātyāyana's suggestions, but Candragomin was the pioneer 
in this direction. 


One thing, however, is not very clear. Why did 
Candragomin accept the theory of universals, which is not 
accepted by any Buddhist school of philosophy? The Jain 
grammarians, right at the outset, say that their grammars 
are based on the Jain doctrine of anekānta "many -faced 
nature of reality." Thus, they accept individualism (vyakti - 
vāda) and universalism (ākrti-vāda) as the need be. But 
Candragomin apparently has accepted a non -Buddhist 
philosophical theory. It is possible that he accepted only 
the conceptual-reality of these universals. 


€ a ———XU 8 ern 


12.6.1. Under this name, we shall consider the work of the 
Jain Säkatäyana, who is clearly post-Päninian. The grammar 
of the pre-Pāņinian Šākatāyana is now lost to us, unless he 

is the author of the Rk-tantra. The system of Säkatäyana 
also tries to fuse together the Päninian notion of homogeneity 
with Kätyäyana's notion of universal-mention. 


5 On his modified version of the Pāņinian Siva-sütras, 
Sākatāyana says in his Amoghavrtti that the vowels listed 
here also stand for long, extra-long and nasal varieties, 
since they share the same universal (sāmānya = äkrti). 971 
This is quite parallel to Kātyāyana's proposal of universal- 
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mention. A short vowel stands for long and extra-long 
varieties sharing the same universal, unless it is either an 
introduced sound (bhävya)372 or marked with /T/.373 This 
rule is somewhat similar to Jainendra (1.1.72), in accepting 
the maxim of introduced sounds, and incorporating it into 
the rules of grammar. But the Jainendra does not accept 
universal -mention. 


12.6.2. Atthe same time, Šākatāyana gives a comprehensive 
definition of sva (= savarņa), which is guite parallel to P.1.1.9. 
Homogeneity is conditioned by identity of the point of articu- 
lation and internal effort.374 The discussion of this definition 
in the Amoghavrtti involves certain problems. It considers 
/a/ to be closed and /à/ and /ā3/ to be open.375 It is clear 
as to how Säkatäyana tried to get around this problem. 

Since there is universal-mention, he does not need them to 

be homogeneous. The Amoghavrtti says that the sound /i/ 
etc. have eighteen varieties, while about the /a/-vowels, it 
says that /a/-kāra is six-fold, while the long and extra-long 
varieties are twelve in all.376 The reason behind this 
separation is not clearly stated. The only conceivable way 
seems to be that even if /a/ and /ā/ are not homogeneous, 
still they share the same universal. This would overcome 
many problems. The spirants are classified as slightly 

open, and vowels are classified as open, and hence there is 
no need of a rule like P.1.1.10.377 This system follows 
Patafijali in his subclassification, and the conclusion is also 
stated that /r/ and spirants have no homogeneous sounds. 378 


12.6.3. Though Šākatāyana accepts universal-mention for 
vowels, he does not accept it for stops. The universal of 
/k/ does not cover /kh/, /g/, /gh/ and /h/. This is quite 
parallel to Katyayana's understanding [Sec. 3.16]. Thus, 
he makes the rule (1.1.2) that a sound marked with /U/ 
stands for its svas "homogeneous sounds. "379 While 
Candragomin's rule (Cāndra. 1.1.2, uta sva-vargasya) is 
based on the notion of varga, Sākatāyana's rule, like P.1.1.69, 
is based on the notion of homogeneity. However, the 
Amoghavrtti seems to redefine the rule in terms of the 
notion of varga. 380 
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Šākatāyana consistently carried out Kātyāyana's 
suggestion for homogeneity of /r/ and /1/. He accepts 
their homogeneity repeatedly in his grammar, and reformu- 
lates the Siva-siitra r-1-K by r-K.381 He clearly says that 
the rules which apply to /r/ also apply to /1/, and offers the 
fictional examples of /1/, which are so commonplace in the 
later Päninian tradition. 382 


12.6.4. Though Candragomin and Šākatāyana both tried out 
Kätyäyana's suggestion for universal-mention, in a way, 
Sākatāyana is closer to the spirit of Kātyāyana. Candragomin 
made a vigorous effort to get rid of the notion of savarņa, 

but Säkatäyana replaces only certain parts of savarņa-grahaņa. 
This is very similar to Kätyäyana, who suggests removal of 
only /a-N/ sounds from P.1.1.69, and retaining udit 
savarnasya. Thus, Säkatäyana retained the term sva sva in 

many rules, while Candragomin tried to get rid of it. 383 

The commentary Cintamani of Yaksavarman and the Prakriyā- 
samgraha of Abhayacandrasūri follow the interpretations 

given by the Amoghavrtti and have very little new to add. 


12.7. THE HEMACANDRA -SABDANUSASANA 


12.7.1. Hemacandra's Sabdänusäsana with his auto- 
commentary Brhad-vrtti represent a peculiar fusion of the 
Päninian notion of homogeneity and the rest of the technical 
terminology which mostly comes from the Kätantra system. 
Nemichandra Shastri has pointed out this mixed nature of 
Hemacandra's technical terminology, 384 though his extensive 
comparisons have not touched the details of Hemacandra's 


conception of sva and its application in his system. 


12.7.2. Hemacandra defines sva "homogeneous" as: (1.1.17) 
"[A sound is termed] sva [with reference to another sound, 
ifit pan d the same point of articulation and internal 

effort." This definition is clearly identical with P.1.1.9. 
Hemacandra's Brhad-vrtti presents a very extensive and 


systematic account of phoneties. Hidden in the comments 


that Hemacandra | based his definition not on P.1.1.9, but 
rather on the VPr (i. 43, samāna -sthāna -karanäsya -prayatnah 
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savarnah). Hemacandra uses the term sthāna for the points 
of articulation, and āsya-prayatna for internal effort. Of 

the three conditions of the VPr, Hemacandra omitted the 
second condition, i.e. karana "articulator." The Brhad- 
vrtti says: "Karana 'articulator' which is the root, middle, 
forward and the tip of the tongue does not differ when the 
point of articulation and internal effort are identical.''386 
This comment of Hemacandra actually supports Thieme's 
conclusion that karana in the definition of the VPr is logically 
superfluous [Sec. 10.5.6]. 


12.7.3. Hemacandra quotes extensively from the Āpišali- 
Šiksā-sūtras. He accepts Pataūjali's subclassification of 
"open." 387 Thus there is no need of a rule like P. 1.1.10. 
Similarly, Hemacandra subscribes to the view that short 
/a/ is open, and says that according to others, short /a/ 
is closed. 388 Thus, for him there is no problem of /a/ 
being non-homogeneous with /ā/. 


12.7.4. However, thereis no rule exactly parallel to 
Panini's homogeneous-representation (P.1.1.69) in 
Hemacandra. On the contrary, he follows the Prātišākhyas 
and the Kātantra in their conventions of affixing -kāra, 
-varņa and -varga. He has defined the usage of -kāra and 
-varga, 389 and the affixation of -varņa, though undefined, 
is quite uniform. Thus, the rules in this system look more 
like rules in the Katantra, than like Pāņini's rules. 390 


12.7.5. Hemacandra's grammar must be clearly distinguished 
from the VPr. The VPr defines savarna with scope equal to 
P.1.1.9, but the rules where the term savarna is used do 

not need such a broad conception. Such is not the case with 
Hemacandra. Hemacandra needs this broader conception of 
savarna for some of his rules. Hemacandra's rule (1. 2.21) 
says that /i/-vowels etc. are respectively replaced by /y/, 
/v/, /r/ and /1/, if followed by a non-homogeneous vowel. 391 
This rule does not need the broader conception. But the 

rules given below require this conception. 


Hem. (1.3.14) says that an augment /m/ and a word- 
final /m/, if followed by a consonant, are replaced by a sound 


120 


homogeneous with the following (para-sva). 392 By this rule 
/m/-/y/is changed to /$/-/y/, and /m/-/k/ is changed to 
/h/-/k/. The second case requires the broader notion of 
homogeneity. This is quite similar to Pāņini's procedure. 393 
The other rule which needs the broader conception is Hem. 
(1.3.48): "If a non-nasal stop, /$/, /s/ or /s/ is preceded 
by à consonant and followed by a homogeneous sound from 
this very group, it may be optionally deleted. "394 Thus, in 
the sequence -/n/ -/d/-/dh/-, /d/ might be optionally 
deleted. This requires homogeneity of /d/ and /dh/, which 
can only be obtained by the broader conception. This is 
also parallel to Pànini. 395 


12.7.6. The notion of /r/ and /1/ being homogeneous does 
not seem to have been accepted by Hemacandra. He always 
treats them separately and sometimes even writes separate 
rules.396 However, this notion seems to have entered his 
system through later commentators. Hemahamsagaņi, in 

his Nyàya-samgraha, mentions the following maxim: "An 
operation prescribed with reference to /r/ also applies to 
/\/."397 This seems to be based on the supposed homogeneity 
of /r/ and /V. 


12.7.7. A comparison of Panini's grammar with Hemacandra 
shows that though the broader conception adopted by 
Hemacandra is not unnecessary, still his terminological 
dependence on the Kātantra did not allow him to fully utilize 
the power of this conception. Thus, compared to Panini, 
Hemacandra's utilization of sva is more restricted. 


12.8. THE ŠABDANUŠĀSANA OF MALAYAGIRI 


12.8.1. Malayagiri's Šabdānušāsana is not available to us 
in its entirety, but a substantial portion of it has been 
recovered and published recently by Bechardas J. Doshi. 
Fortunately, this portion is sufficient to give us a complete 
idea of his conception of homogeneity. Following his Jain 
predecessors, Malayagiri prefers the term sva for savarna. 
Malayagiri (dvitiya-sandhi, 1) defines sva as based on T 
identity of the points of articulation and internal effort. 398 
He considers spirants to be slightly open and avoids any 
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rule such as P.1.1.10.399 Similarly, he considers /a/ to 
be open, and hence there is no problem of non-homogeneity 
of /a/ and /ä/. 400 


12.8.2. However, Malayagiri does not have a rule of savarna- 
grahana like P.1.1.69. Like Hemacandra, Malayagiri is also 
terminologically dependent on the Kātantra to a great extent. 
The conventions for the affixation of -kāra, -varna and -varga 
are similar to the Kātantra. He also rules that a consonant 
marked with /U/ stands for its varga. 401 He does not use 

the notion of sva in this rule. Malayagiri is also dependent 

on the Siva - sutras of Panini and the modified version of 
Šākatāyana. He defines short and long /a/, /i/ and /u/ to 

be /a-N/; short and long /i/, /u/, /r/ and /1/ to be /i-K/; 

/e/ and we as /e-N/; and /e/, /0/, /ai/ and /au/ as 

/e -C/.402 This definition of A -K/ is based on Pänini's 

Siva- sees and not on the modified version of Säkatäyana, 
because he has only /r-K/. 403 It could have been based on 
Jainendra's version, but there is no certainty about that 
version. However, Malayagiri defines /y/, /v/, /r/ and /1/ 
by the term /ya-N/.4 04 This is clearly based on Sakatayana' S 
version, where we have /ha/ -/ya/ -/va/ -/ra/ -/1a/ -/N/, 

which is different from Pāņini. 40 


12.8.3. With this mixed terminology, Malayagiri still needs 
the broader conception of sva. Though some of his rules 
could certainly use the restricted conception of the Kātantra, 
other rules require the broader notion. For instance, the 
rule (trtiya-sandhi, 2) says: "/i-K/ sounds are replaced by 
[the corresponding] /ya-N/ sounds, if followed by a non- 
homogeneous vowel.''406 This rule does not need the broader 
conception of savarpa. Similarly, the rule (trtiya-sandhi, 5) 
says: "A simple vowel, if followed by a homogeneous vov vowel, 
is replaced by a long vowel, along with the following. "407 
This also does not need the "broader conception. 


But there are other rules, which need the broader 
conception. These rules require homogeneity of /g/ and 
/h/, /d/ and /n/, /t/ and /n/ ete., which can only be obtained 
in the broader conception of sva. 408 Malayagiri draws an 
important distinction. He uses the term sarüpa for total 
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identity. 409 This is different from sva. In general, 
Malayagiri's treatment of sva is very similar to Hemacandra. 


12.9. THE MAGDHABODHA -VYAKARANA 


12.9.1. The Magdhabodha -vyakarana of Bopadeva shortens 
the term savarna by rna, by retaining the last syllable of 
the older term. This is similar to his usage of the terms 
sva, rgha etc. for hrasva and dirgha. The term pluta is 
reduced to plu. 410 Not only is this shortform different 
from other systems, this conception itself is quite different 
from other conceptions. 


12.9.2. Bopadeva defines rna as: (Mugdh. 6): "Similar 
(sama) stops (Aapa) and simple vowels (/a-K/) are rna with 
each other [within the groups]; and /r/ and /1/ [/r-K/ 
though dissimilar] are also [rpa with each other] ."'4 1 
Bopadeva explains similarity (sàmya) in terms of identity 
of the points of articulation. 412 This is quite a different 
conception, and reflects Bopadeva's independent thinking. 
The condition of identity of the points of articulation applies 
separately to stops and simple vowels, and hence there is 
no need of a rule like P.1.1.10. As an exception to this 
identity of points of articulation, homogeneity of /r/ and 
/1/ is specifically given. The definition is very clear and 
does not leave any doubt about Bopadeva's intentions. 


12.9.3. With this definition,. Bopadeva gives us his rule of 
rna-grahana: (Mugdh). 7): "The sounds capa (i.e. /c/, /t/, 
/t/, /k/ and /p/), if marked with /U/, and the sound /a-K/ 
(i.e. /a/, A/, /u/, /r/ and /1/), if without any marker, 
stand for their homogeneous sounds.''413 Thus, /cU/, 

/tU/, etc. stand for the respective vargas, and short simple 
vowels stand for the respective long and extra-long varieties, 
if they are not marked with /T/ etc. The sound /r/ also 
stands for /1/. This is the total extent of rna-grahapa, 
which is smaller compared to Pànini's homogeneous - 
representation, where diphthongs and semi-vowels also stand 
for their homogeneous sounds. 


12.9.4. Bopadeva has extensively used the procedure of 
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rna-grahana, but the term rna occurs only once more. The 
rule (Mugdh. 22) says: "When [a vowel] is followed by a 
rna ‘homogeneous’ sound, both are replaced by a long 
variety.''414 This is the only rule where the term rna is 
used, 


The fact that the Katantra uses the term savarna only 
with simple vowels, and that, on other occasions, it has 
successfully used the notion of sasthana, 415 seems to have 
influenced Bopadeva's thinking. At the same time, he must 
have realized the benefits of the Paninian procedure of 
homogeneous-representation over the Katantra and others, 
in reducing the expression of the rules. Thus, Bopadeva 
adopted a reduced version of P.1.1.9 and P.1.1.69. In 
this conception of homogeneity, Bopadeva stands alone. 


12.10. THE SARASVATA-VYAKARANA 


12.10.1. The Sārasvata-vyākaraņa of Anubhūti-svarūpācārya 
seems to have been constructed by combining features of 
Panini and the Katantra. It uses terms like samāna and 
namin, which come from the Kātantra, but it has its own 
modified version of the Siva-sütras, which is used to formulate 
shortforms. There is no general featural definition of 
savarna, but short, long and ances) varieties of simple 
vowels are considered to be savarna. 416 Except for the 
inclusion of extra-long vowels, this seems to be parallel to 
the Katantra notion of savarna. The Vrtti explains conventions 
for affixation of -kára, -varna and /-t/, which are similar 

to the Kätantra. 417 The Särasvata defines the terms /kU/, 
/cU/ etc. for the respective vargas. 418 The notion of 
savarna is used mostly with vowels. 419 


12.10.2. Though the term savarna is not defined with respect 
to consonants, one rule uses it in such a context. Särasvata 
(990) says: "Ifa jhas sound [i.e. non-nasal stops, /8/, /s/ 
and /s/] is followed by a savarna sound from the same 

group, and is preceded by a has sound [i.e. a consonant] , 
then it is deleted.''420 This requires the expanded notion 

of savarņa, which does not exist in the Kāntantra. The Vrtti 
guotes a statement: '"The members of a varga are savarņas 
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among themselves.''421 This brings in the Päninian notion of 
savarna, by the back door. Looking at the total implementation 
of the term, we can say that the scope of the concept of savarna 
in the Sārasvata is the same as in the Mugdhbodha. But the 
latter has given a definition of [sava] rna, and has the 
procedure of rna-grahana, which does not exist in the former. 


12.10.3. The Sārasvata rules in homogeneity of /r/ and /1/ 
vowels. 422 This system goes further and also speaks of 
homogeneity of /r/ and /1/; and guotes the view of the 
Alamkärikas that /d/ and /1/, /$/ and /s/, and /b/ and /v/ 
are also homogeneous. 423 This actually refers to dialectal 
variation in the Middle Indo-Aryan. This device has been 
freguently used in Sanskrit poetry. 


12.11. SOME MINOR SYSTEMS 


12.11.1. The Sarasvatī-kaņthābharaņa of Bhojadeva closely 
follows Pāņini, with certain minor differences. Bhoja's 
definition of savarņa is identical with P.1.1.9, except that 

he uses clearer terminology. He uses sthāna for the point 

of articulation and āsya-prayatna for internal effort. 424 

Bhoja also accepts P.1.1.10 (nājjhalau) as his rule 
1.1.102,425 This is the only non-Pāņinian system that has 
accepted this rule. However, Bhoja splits Panini's savarna - 
grahana. His rule 1.2.2 (utä savargah) says that a sound 
marked with /U/ also stands for its varga. Then the rule 
1.2.4 (avidhiyamäno'n sasavarnah) says that an /a-N/ sound 
which is not being ruled in stands for itself and its homogeneous 
sounds. Both of these rules are covered by P.1.1.69. In 
making use of the notion of varga, Bhoja seems to be combining 
the Kätantra with Pänini. 


12.11.2. We shall also briefly look at the Päli grammars 
of Moggalläna and Kaccäyana, since Burnell thinks that 

they show influence from the lost school of the Aindra 
grammar. 426 The Moggallāna grammar starts with the 

list of 33 sounds, and says that the first ten of them are 
vowels (sara), i.e. /a/, /a/, /i/, /t/, /u/, fü/, /e/, /ai/, 
/o/ and /au/.427 Then it says that among them two by two 
are termed savanna (= savarna) with each other. 428 This 
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only refers to the simple vowels. This fits well with the 
Kātantra type of system. The sounds /r/ and /1/ do not 
appear in Pāli. The sounds /ai/ and /au/ also do not appear 
in Pāli, but are listed with other sounds. 


12.11.3. The Kaccäyana grammar clearly declares that the 
technical terms of the Sanskrit grammatical systems have 
been adopted. 429 The Kaccäyana grammar uses the term 
savaņņa without defining it. Itis used only once in the rule 
Kacc. (1.2.3).430 This rule explains a usage like na 

upeti changing into nopeti. It says that when /a/ of na is 
deleted before /u/ of upeti, /u/ changes to /o/ which is 
asavanna with /u/. Here the term asavaņņa seems to have 
been used in the sense of "different." The commentary 
Kaccayana-vannana says that short vowels are mutually 
homogeneous with the respective long vowels, and explains 
the term savanna with sarüpa "having identical form. "431 
Though this last explanation may not stand with the Sanskrit 
grammarians, the previous one is within the influence of 
the Katantra. Thus, both the grammatical systems show 
influence of the Kātantra, which may ultimately be traced 
back to Burnell's Aindra school of grammar. 


I shall briefly refer to some of the non-Pāņinian 
systems where my information comes from secondary sources. 
G. B. Palsule (1974, p. 26) discusses technical terms from 
the Harinämämrta -vyäkarana of Jiva Gosvamin. The term 
for simple vowels in this system is dašāvatāra "ten 
incarnations, ten simple vowels," i.e. /a/, /a/, /i/, /ī/, 
/u/, fü/, /r/, /t/, /V and /1/ [dasa dasävatäräh, 3]. Of 
these ten simple vowels, the homorganic pairs are 
homogeneous ekātmaka "with the same self" [tesàm dvau 
dvau ékatmakau, 4|. Palsule says (ibid.) that the term for 
asavarna in this system is anekatmaka. The Harināmāmrta 
uses the term visnu-varga for varga [te māntāh pafica pafica 
visnu-vargah, 19], and uses affixation of -rāma for -kara of 
other systems [varna-svarüpe rāmah, 37]. The Supadma- 
vyākaraņa of Padmanābha defines savarna as: vargya-svarau 

sajátiyau savarpau (1.1.15) (K. C. Chatterji (1948), p. 285). 
This seems to make use of the concept of jāti "universal" to 
define homogeneity. This is rather unique, because we find 
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that these two concepts are kept distinct in other systems. 
Similarly this system also seems to extend the concept of 
universal to members of a varga. Thisis also unigue. The 
Prayoga-ratna-mala of Purusottama defines that two 
homorganic (sasthāna) simple vowels are homogeneous with 
each other, and /r/ and /l/ are also homogeneous with each 
other | sasthānākau savarnah (?) syāt savarnyam r-l-varnayoh, 
1.1.9] (K. C. Chatterji (1948), p. 285). This is very similar 
to the Mugdhabodha conception of (sava-)rna. 


CHAPTER XIII 
A HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 


13.1. Having reached the other end of the line, we can have 
an overview of the development of the notion of savarna and 
its implementation. Several scholars have compared and 
contrasted simply the definitions of savarna in different 
systems, without going into the function and implementation 
of this concept in those respective systems. Such 
comparisons, though indeed very useful, do not give us the 
real relationships between these systems. For instance, the 
VPr definition of savarna is identical with Panini's definition 
in its scope, but it is absolutely unnecessary to justify the 
usage of that term in that text. The definitions of the 
Jainendra, Sakatayana, Hema-šabdānušāsana etc. are 
identical with Panini's definition, but the Jainendra follows 
Pāņini's implementation, Sākatāyana follows Kātyāyana's 
suggestion of universal-mention, while Hemacandra retains 
a strong influence of the Kātantra. Thus, the definitions 
alone are not quite sufficient to give us the real historical 
relationships. 


13.2. The term savarna is a very old term. It appears in 
the Rgveda (10.17.2) and the Atharvaveda (18. 2.33), where 
Sayana explains it by sadrsa "similar" and samäna -rüpa 
"having similar appearance." The term savarnya also 
appears in the Rgveda (10.63.9), but here it stands for Manu, 
the son of Savarņā. The earlier usage is, however, 
noteworthy. Though it has nothing to do with varna "sound," 
and is rather connected with varņa ''color,'' its general 
meaning of similarity must have contributed to the later 
grammatical notion. 


In the early Vedic, we have more mythological and 
philosophical speculation on the speech-phenomenon, but in 
the Brahmana texts we start getting a glimpse of the ancient 
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grammatical activity. The Aitareya -Brāhmana knows the 
distinction between -varņa and -kāra, ghosa and ūsman. 433 
The Gopatha-Brahmana mentions a whole range of grammatical 
terminology, which we later find utilized by the known 
grammatical texts. 434 The Taittiriya-Upanisad quotes 
subject headings of an ancient Siksa. Weber has collected 
a large number of grammatical terms from the Vedic Kalpa- 
sūtras. 436 These were self-expressive terms and, according 
to Burnell, they formed the technical terminology of the 
Aindra School of Grammar, whose continued existence is 

seen in the Prätisäkhyas, Katantra and some of the later 
systems. 437 Panini brought in more mathematical 
expressions, which were meaningful only according to the 
technical conventions of the system, and were mainly aimed 
at brevity in the expression of rules. He redefined some of 
the older terms and gave them a more comprehensive 
meaning. 


13.3. The word varna primarily means color, but was used 
to stand for sounds in later days. It is important to see how 
the word standing for color could have been transfered to 
stand for sounds. This has already created a long controversy. 
In Goldstiicker's Panini, we find the first full scale discussion 
of this problem. Before Goldstticker, Weber argued that 
varna stands for ''coloring,'' or specializing of the sound. 
[Compare: rakta "colored" = "nasalized,'' Indische Studien, 
Vol. IV, Berlin, 1858, p. 109]. Max Müller followed Weber. 
Then came Goldstücker who argued that varpa refers to 
written letters, "arising naturally from its primitive sense 
'colour''' [Goldstücker (1860), pp. 38-9]. Goldstücker used 
this argument to substantiate his view that Pänini knew the 
script. Batakrishna Ghosa gives an explanation which makes 
more sense: 


This meaning of the word varna should have been 
developed first in the Brähmanas of the Sämaveda in 
which we constantly come across locutions like 
rathantara -varna rk "verse which gets the colour of 
Rathantara Säman in chant.'' In these passages the 
word varna is visibly changing its meaning from 
"colour" to "sound" of melody. Thus, gradually, 
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the "sound of melody" became "sound in general." 
[eene of Pre-Pāņinian Sanskrit Grammar, " 

. C. Law Comm. Volume, p. 338; quoted by 
RCM rji (1948), p. 279. 279.] 


K. C. Chatterji himself, however, seems to favor the view 
that written letters "were covered with a coating of paint’ 
[(1948), p. 279] , and hence the word for color came to be 
used for sounds or letters. 


Batakrishna Ghosa's explanation paves the way for 
a rather more consistent development. However, from very 
early days we come across association of types of Vedic hymns 
with different colors in the primary sense of the word "color." 
In the seventeenth chapter of the RPr, we find a detailed 
discussion of color distinctions of different types of Vedic 
hymns. The RPr lists seven different colors [17.8, p. 77]. 
It says that the fourfold Vedic Chandas is of kapila "brown" 
color [17.10, p. 78]. However, the RPr does not seem to 
associate individual sounds with different colors. This is 
seen in the Yàjfüavalkya-$iksa. It says that vowels are white, 
stops are black, semi-vowels are brown, spirants are redish, 
yamas are blue, anusvāra is yellow, visarga is white, 
nāsikya is green, nasal sounds are dark blue, while raga is 
of a mixed color |Siksä-samgraha, pp. 13- -14]. The 
Yājūavalkya -šiksā goes further and says that nouns are 
white, verbs are red, upasargas are brown while the nipätas 
are black [ibid, p. 14]. Different systems of Yoga and 
Tantra had different color-classifications of sounds, which 
had meditational and mystical significance. (For a brief 
informative account and bibliographical references, see: 
Yoga, by Ernest Wood, a Pelican Original, first published 
in 1959, revised reprint of 1971, pp. 153-4. | 


As far as the non-mystical aspects are concerned, it 
seems more probable that the word varna "color" came to be 
used for sounds, by the secondary meaning of "color" standing 
for musical quality, and later for vocalic quality. It stands 
not only for a sound, but also for a comprehensive sound 
quality, mostly the vowel quality. In this extended meaning, 
it stood for "real sound" which is not affected by quantity, 
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nasality and accent. This notion of a common-substance or 
real sound is an impressionistic notion. Thus, /a/, /ä/ and 
/ā3/ have the same sound-substance, and hence they belong 
to the same varna, whose minimal expression is naturally 
found in the short, non-nasal variety. But /k/ and /kh/ 
were not thought to have the same real sound-substance, and 
hence they belonged to different varnas, and thus the notion 
of varga "class of homorganic stops'' came up. Thus, the 
notions of varna and varga were the earlier notions. Affixation 
of -varna to short vowels to stand for their long and extra- 
long varieties is a later development based on this ancient 
notion of varna. It goes back to the days of the Brahmana 
texts. This stage is perhaps reflected in the Sämaveda - 
prātišākhyas of ancient Šākatāyana and Audavraji. However, 
the notion of savarna has not yet emerged. 


13.4. The early conception of savarna is clearly based on 
this notion of varna. Thus, savarna meant "belonging to 

the same varna," having the same real sound-substance. 
This was perhaps aided by the ancient usage of the word 
savarna "having similar appearance." Thus, /a/ was savarna 
with /ā/, since they had the same real sound-substance. But 
/k/ and /kh/ were not regarded to be savarnas, since they 
were not thought to belong to the same varna. There, the 
conception of varga ''class of homorganic stops" and the 
conception of savargiya "belonging to the same varga" filled 
the gap. Thus, both the concepts, namely savarna and 
savargiya, function side by side in the Pratisakhyas 

[Sec. 10.3.4]. K. C. Chatterji (1948, p. 285) says that 
"originally 'savarņa' appears to have been formed after 
'samānāksara' and was, therefore, restricted to the simple 
vowels." This is difficult to justify. The term savarna also 
appears in the context of consonants in the Prātišākhyas, 

and hence it is more appropriate to relate it to a basic - 
conception of varna. 


The basic notion of savarna as founded on the notion 
of varna, was ina way vague. We find that the Prātišākhyas 
and the Katantra adjust this background notion of savarna to 
their specific needs. Thus, as far as vowels are concerned, 
the RPr and APr restricted the notion of savarna to short and 
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long /a/, /i/, /u/ and /r/. The TPr omitted /r/, while the 
Kātantra also added /1/. This difference from system to 
system shows the degree of adjustment. Some of the 
Prātišākhyas did use the term savarna in the context of 
consonants, but here it was used in the sense of identity of 
the varna. Thus /y/ and /$/ are savarnas with each other, 
while /k/ or /$/ is savarna only with itself. 


13.5. Pāņini thought in more sophisticated terms. He did 
not care if his terms were not self-explanatory, but his main 
purpose was to achieve more generalization and more 
compact expression for his rules. He re-examined the 
categories of varna and varga, and tried to cover both of 
these notions in a single generalization. Through this attempt 
came the expanded notion of savarņa. Panini defined his 
expanded notion of savarņa in clear featural terms: identity 
of points of articulation and internal effort. He also gave 
specific solutions to problems such as unwanted non- 
homogeneity of /a/ and /à/, and unwanted homogeneity of 
certain vowels with spirants. It is possible that this expanded 
notion of savarna existed in pre-Pàninian times. Sucha 
notion is seen in the Āpišali -Siksà - -sütras, and if these can 

be proved to belong to the pre e-Pāņinian teacher Āpišali, 

that would help us push this notion into pre-Pāņinian antiguity. 
Pāņini not only gave an expanded definition of savarņa, he 
also gave the procedure of homogeneous-representation, 
which is more compact than the older conventions of affixation 
of -kāra, -varņa and -varga. 


13.6. Then came Kātyāyana, the Vārttikakāra. According 
to the tradition recorded in the Katha -sarit ap, he 
belonged to the Aindra School of Grammar. That he 
belonged to a non-Päninian tradition can be clearly seen from 
his terminology, which is identical with that of the 
Prätisäkhyas and the Kätantra. Kätyäyana had also come 
under a heavy philosophical influence of the early schools of 
the Mimämsä system, i.e. the schools of Vyādi and 
Vājapyāyana. Vyädi held the doctrine of vyakti-vāda or 
dravya -väda "Individualism," while Vàjapyayana held the 
opposite ' doctrine of ākrti -vāda "Universalism.'' Kātyāyana 
extensively refers to tl the linguistic and ontological theories 
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of these two thinkers. Probably under the influence of 
Vajapyayana's theory of universals, Katyayana returned to 
the old conception of varna with a new philosophical interpre- 
tation. Instead of saying that /a/, /ā/ and /43/ belong to 

the same varna, Kātyāyana said that they share the same 
universal /a/-ness, which is naturally expressed by any 
instance of it. Similarly, /y/ and /$/ are covered by the 
same universal. However, the universal of /k/ cannot 

cover /kh/ etc. Thus, the limitations of the conception of 

a universal are the same as those of the conception of varna. 
Both are equally impressionistic or a priori. Kātyāyana 
never gave an explicit definition of a sound-universal. With 
this conception, he attempted to partially replace the procedure 
of homogeneous -representation. It was not necessary for 
vowels and semi-vowels, but it was still necessary for stops. 
Thus, in a way, Kātyāyana returned to the old distinction of 
varna and varga. 


13.7. These were the three major directions in the develop- 
ment of the notion of savarna and its implementation. Each 
of the later schools of grammar chose one of these for its 
model, and some chose to combine them in varying degrees. 
Thus, Candragomin accepted Kātyāyana's suggestion of 
universal-mention for vowels, and adopted the notion of 
varga for stops. Thus, he tried to get rid of the notion of 
savarna. Šākatāyana also followed Kātyāyana's universal- 
mention, but he also defined savarna, like Panini, and 
reserved homogeneous-representation for stops. The 
grammars of Devanandin and Bhoja are very closely related 
to Pāņini's scheme. Hemacandra and Malayagiri defined 
savarna like Panini, but in its implementation they worked 
out a synthesis of Pānini and the Kātantra system. The 
Sārasvata mostly followed the Kātantra, except in a few 
cases where it uses the term savarņa in the Pāņinian sense. 
The Mugdhabodha gave an independent definition of savarna, 
but this definition reflects a synthesis of Panini and the 
Katantra. The Pali grammars followed the Katantra in their 
usage of the term savanna. The VPr probably came under 
the influence of the Paninian system, in its definition of 
savarna, but its implementation is not different from the 
other Pratisakhyas. This complex historical development 
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and relationships can be seen in the following diagram: 


Historical Development of 


Savarna 


Varna (sound) 


Varna (real sound) 


Savarna Varņākrti 
(sound universals) 
Kātyāyana 
restrīction expānsion 
Savarņa Savarņa 
Aindra School Type Pāņini's Type 


Kätantra RPr\ TPr APr Sākatāyana Cāndra 


Sd 
Grammars 


VPr Bhoja Sārasvata Hemacandra alayagiri Mugdhabodha 


13.8. Thus, the historical development of this conception 
and its implementation represents a continuous process of 
rethinking, reformulation and re-examination at each stage. 
It shows the continued vitality of grammatical reasoning in 
the traditions of Indian grammar. Kielhorn rightly observed: 
"It was indeed difficult for later grammarians to add to the 
store of knowledge which had been collected by Pānini, 
Kātyāyana and Patafijali; nevertheless there has been no 

lack of scholars who have endeavoured to improve on the 
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arrangement of the Astādhyāyi, and who, each in his way, 
have done useful work." [''On the Jainendra -Vyäkarana, " 
Indian Antiquary, Vol. 10, March 1881, p. 76.] The 
linguistic and methodological significance of the post- 
Päninian grammars was also pointed out by Kielhorn: 
"Their aim was not to adapt the rules of those that went 
before them to the changed conditions of the language, but 
mainly, each after his own fashion to rearrange those rules, 
and to alter their wording and terminology." ["A Brief 
Account of Hemachandra's Sanskrit Grammar," Wiener 
Zeitschrift, Vol. 2, 1888, p. 18.] No system ever lived 
in a total vacuum, and hence each system is a product of 

its history. The notion of homogeneity is only one instance 
of this historical process. Only through a number of such 
studies, covering the entire span of grammatical activity, 
will we come to possess a complete history of the development 
of the Indian Grammatical Tbeories. 


APPENDIX A 


THE SCOPE OF SAVARŅA-GRAHAŅA 


[īn this appendix, I shall present the arguments, which I 
have already discussed in my article ''The Scope of 
Homogeneous -Representation in Panini, '' which is due to 
appear in the Silver Jubilee Volume of the Annals of Oriental 
Research, University of Madras. I addressed myself to this 
issue after the main body of this book was already completed. 
However, this is a very crucial question and hence this 
appendix has been added. | 


1. Inhis Siva -sütras, Panini uses the marker /N/ twice, 
i.e. in[1] a-i-u-N1 and in [6] l(a)-Ņ2. By P.1.1. 71 
(ādir antyena sahetā), an initial sound given along with a 
marker stands for itself and for the intervening sounds, 
excluding the marker sounds. The first six Siva-sutras 


are as follows: 


h(a) -y (a) -v(a) -r(a)-T 
l(a) -N2 


There are about forty shortforms made by using the Siva- 
sutras, and very rarely there is any confusion as to what 
sounds are included in those shortforms. But the shortforms 
/a-N/ and /i-N/ which are used by Panini very frequently do 
present problems, because the marker /N/ is given twice in 
the Siva-sütras. Theoretically, /a-Ņ/ and /i-N/ could have 
two meanings each, depending whether /N/ belongs to 
a-i-u-Nj or to L(a) -N2. 
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2. Vyādi presents this problem in his Paribhāsa-sūcana and 
says that Pāņini deliberately used the marker /Ņ/ twice and 
that a confusion should not obstruct us, and we should rely 
on the tradition of interpretation for the specific significance 
of a shortform. Unfortunately, Vyādi only presents the 
problem and refers us to interpretative tradition, but does 
not state the conclusions in the case of /a-N/ and /i-N/ 
[Paribhāsā-sūcana, p. 26-7]. The specific attempt to 
define the scope of /a-N/ and /i-N/ is seen for the first time 
in the versified värttikas quoted by Patafijali. The authorship 
of these värttikas is not yet clearly known, but they certainly 
seem to be pre-Patafijali. The Sloka -värttika says: 


Without any doubt [ /a -N/ is formed with the first /N/] 
because the following [ sounds] do not appear [in the 
examples of rules with /a-N/] , [except] in P. 1.1.69, 
[where] /a-N/ [is formed with the second /N/] , 
because [/r/is] followed by the marker /T/ [in the 
rule] P.7.4.7 (ur rt). The shortform /i-N/ is. 
[always] with the second /N/, since elsewhere /i/ 


and /u/ are [given separately, and not by the shortform 
A-N/]. 439 


Patafijali says that by using the marker /N/ twice, Panini 
indicates the maxim that one should not consider a rule to be 
inoperative because of doubt, but one should understand the 
specific meaning from the interpretation of the learned. 440 
Patafjali clearly says that except in P.1.1.69, the shortform 
/a-Ņ/ is always with the first /N/, and that the shortform 
/i-N/ is always with the second /N/. 441 Thus, according 

to the tradition, the procedure of homogeneous -representation 
(savarna: -grahana) applies to vowels and semi-vowels as they 
are given in the Siva-sütras, and to sounds marked with /U/. 
Thus the sounds /y/, /v/ and /1/ also stand for /$/, /9/ and 
/Ī/, and /r/ stands for /F/ and /#3/. Homogeneous- 
representation goes beyond a-i-u-N. This also seems to be 
the view of Kātyāyana. 442 The later Pāņinian tradition 
follows the verdict of Patanjali. 


3. Kunhan Raja has pointed out several problems in the 
traditional view about the scope of /a-N/ in P.1.1.69. 
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The first problem concerns the diphthongs: 


There are the sounds /e/ and. /ai/ which have the 
same place of articulation and the same effort in 
production. There is a similar relation between 
/o/ and /au/. Therefore /e/ and /ai/ become 
mutually concordant and /o/ and /au/ also become 
mutually concordant in the same way. If the 
combination /a-N/ in this sūtra (P.1.1.69) has the 
second /N/ as its final mute, the combination will 
include the diphthongs and consequently, when Panini 
uses the sound /e/ and /o/, it includes also the 
sounds /ai/ or /au/, just as the sound /a/ means 
both the short /a/ and the long /a/. This is not 
acceptable. This leads us to the assumption of another 
rule that as an exception, there is no concordance 
between /e/ and /ai/ or between /o/ and /au/. Such 
an exception is taken to be implied by the fact that 
while he does not include the long forms of the 
simple vowels, he gives all the four diphthongs 
separately. But all such difficulties can be avoided 
if even in this sūtra /an/ is taken as combined with 
the first /n/ as mute as in the other sūtras. 


This objection assumes that according to Panini /e/ and /o/ 
are homogeneous with /ai/ and /au/, and then there might be 
the problem of /e/ and /o/ standing for /ai/ and /au/, and 
vice versa. 


4, Kunhan Raja tries to point out that /r/ need not stand for 


by a homogeneous sound, both are replaced by a homogeneous 
long sound. Kunhan Raja comments: 


...the short /r/ can never be followed by a long /ī/; 
there is also no possibility of a long /r/ sound being 
followed by a short /r/ sound, in the way in which a 
short /a/ can follow a long /ā/....An example like 
hotr -Fkarah is only an artificially manipulated one. 444 
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He also considers the rule P.8.4.58 (anusvārasya yayi 
parasavarnah) which says that /m/, if followed by a 7:8 -Y/ 


sound [i.e. semi-vowels and stops] changes into a sound 
homogeneous with the following. Raja says: 


All that is said in the sūtra is that the anusvara 
becomes a savarna of the following sound, retaining 
its nasal character. 445 


Kunhan Raja holds that this rule requires /y/, /v/ and /1/ 
to be homogeneous with /$/, /V/ and /Ī/, but not to stand 
for them. 


9. With these arguments, Kunhan Raja concludes as follows: 


That Pànini used the same sound /n/ twice is unhappy. 
But we can say that of the two combinations possible 
with this mute one with the first letter /a/ is with the 
first mute /n/ and one with the second letter /i/ is 
with the second /n/. But to say that even here, there 
is an exception, not specifically mentioned by Pāņini, 
is a position which I feel very difficult to accept. ...In 
this context, the question is not whether a semi-vowel 
has a savarna or not; the point is whether when Panini 
gives the semi-vowels, he includes the nasalised 
form of the semi-vowels also in it. ... What is meant 
is simply this that when Pànini gives the short /r/ 
sound or the semi -vowels, they do not include the 
savarņas also. 446 


Kunhan Raja has rightly separated the two guestions: Does 
a given sound have any homogeneous sounds? Can a given 
sound stand for its homogeneous sounds? However, his 
general conclusion needs to be critically examined. 


6. Raja says that /e/ and /ai/ are homogeneous, since their 
"place of articulation is throat-cum -palat and effort is vivrta 
(open).''447 Similarly, /o/ and /au/ are homogeneous, —— 
since their "place of articulation is throat-cum -lip and effort 
is vivrta (open). "448 Here K. Raja is clearly following the 
phonetic description as given by such late texts as the 
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Siddhānta -kaumudi of Bhattoji Dīksita. 449 


Historically speaking, we do not know exactly what 
kind of phonetic classifications were there in Pāņini's mind 
when he gave his rules. We have to rely on secondary 
sources. The dates of the different versions of the Pāņinīya- 
Siksà are not very clear, and they seem to be relatively of 
a late date. There are some subtle indications in Pāņini's 
rules which suggest that he treated /e/ and /o/ quite differently 
from /ai/ and /au/. P.8.2.106 (plutāv aica idutau) says that 
when /ai/ and /au/ become pluta "extra-long," it is the /i/ 
and /u/ in these sounds that becomes extra-long, and not 
the /a/ element. This clearly shows that, for Panini, the 
sounds /ai/ and /au/ had distinctly two components. By 
contrast we may infer that the sounds /e/ and /o/ did not 
have such distinct elements. | Ref. : Bare (1975), pp. 185-93. ] 


Looking at the vārttikas of Kātyāyana, we find that 
he clearly distinguishes /e/ and /o/ from /ai/ and /au/. 
The varttika 4 on P.1.1.48 says that /i/ and /e/ are sasthana 
"having the same point of articulation, " and the same is 
true of /u/ and /o/.490 On the other hand, the vārttika 5 
on P.1.1.48 says that in /ai/ and /au/, the latter elements, 
i.e. /i/ and /u/, are longer segments, compared to the 
initial /a/. 451 Thus, Kātyāyana seems to hold that /e/ is 
palatal, /o/ is labial, /ai/ is throatal-palatal and /au/ is 
throatal-labial. Kātyāyana also says that the diphthongs are 
more open as compared to simple vowels. 452 


Patafijali says that the element /a/ in /e/ and /o/ 
is quite indistinct, while /ai/ and /au/ contain a vivrta-tara 
"more open" /a/ vowel. He further says that /e/ and /au/ _ 
cannot be savarna homogeneous," because they are not 
tulya-sthāna "with the same point(s) of articulation." The 
sounds /e/, /o/, /ai/ and /au/ are all sandh -aksaras 
"diphthongs" but, in contrast to /e/ and /o/, the sounds /ai/ 
and /au/ are described by Patafijali as being samähära -varnas 
"composite sounds," where there is a mäträ "mora" of Jal, 
and the other mora is of /i/ and /u/ respectively. 453 This 
slightly differs from Kātyāyana's point of view concerning 
proportions of these elements. 
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This shows that at the early stage of the Pāninian 
tradition, the sounds /e/ and /o/ were looked upon as having 
one point of articulation, while /ai/ and /au/ were the real 
composite sounds with double points of articulation. All 
diphthongs are held to be more open than the simple vowels. 
This picture has been confirmed by a perusal of the 
Prātišākhyas. 454 The Pāņinīya -šiksā, in different versions, 
represents views of a later period, and cannot be taken as 
representing the views of Panini. 455 Thus, there is no 
reason to believe that Panini held /e/ and /o/ to be homo- 
geneous with /ai/ and /au/. 


7. The second argument of Kunhan Raja is that /r/ in 
Pāņini's rules need not stand for /T/. In twenty-five rules, 
Panini gives short /r/ with the marker /T/, while /T/ is 
given with the marker /T/ in several rules. The short /r/ 
is given also without /T/ in several rules. 496 The presence 
and absence of the marker /T/ is closely connected with the 
application of homogeneous representation. The marker 
/T/ with /r/ or /#/ is not really a conclusive proof that 
/a-N/ in P.1.1.69 includes /r/, since the marker /T/ is 
also used with non-/a-N/ sounds like /ä/ and /i/ in a 
prescriptive function (vidhäyaka-taparakarana), as opposed 
to its restrictive function (niyàmaka -taparakarana) in the 
case of /a-N/ sounds. Wihtout /T/, à non-/a-N/ sound 
stands just for itself, while with it, it can cover homogeneous 
varities of the same quantity. 497 


However, there are cases of /r/ without /T/, where 
representation of /T/ is absolutely necessary. P.1.2.12 
(u$ ca), where /uh/ is genitive singular of /r/, applies to 
verb-roots ending in /r/ and /T/ both, giving formations such 
as krsīsta | kr - siyUT - sUT - ta] and stirsista | str - 
siyUT - SUT -ta]. As the Kāšikā-vrtti explains: 


The marker /T/ is attached to [the substitute /r/ 
in P. 7.4. 7 (ur rt)] , so that even in the place of a 
long substituendum [ /r/], the short [/r/] alone 

would be effected as the substitute. For example: 
acīkrtat. 458 
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P.3.2.171 (äd-r-gama-hana-janah kikinau lit ca) applies to 
roots ending in /r/ and /r/, and yields formations like cakri 

| kr-Ki/KiN] and tituri | tř-Ki/KiN] 459 P.1.1.51 (ur an 
ra-parah) says that the substitutes of /r/ in the form of 
/a/-vowels, /i/-vowels and /u/-vowels are followed 
immediately by /r/. This needs to apply not only to the 
substitutes of short fis but also to the substitutes of the long 
/ī/ [e.g. P.7.1.100 (Ẹta id dhātoh), P.3.3.57 (Fd-or ap) etc.]. 
These examples conclusively prove that /r/ in Pāņini needs to 
stand for /r/ also, and hence the scope of /a-N/ in P.1.1.69 
could not have been limited to a-i-u-Ņ. 


8. Thus, there is no doubt that the shortform /a-Ņ/ extends 
up to the second /N/, in P.1.1.69. The question whether 
/y/, /v/ and /1/ need to stand for /$/, /Y/ and /Ī/is, as we 
shall see, a far more complex question, and needs much 
deeper attention than was given by Kunhan Raja. There are 
the following considerations: 


Prima-Facie Ar ment jA] . If /y/, /v/ and /1/ do not 
represent /$/, LT and (7, then these nasal semi-vowels 
will not be designated as /h(a)-L/. P.1.1.7 (halo'nantarāh 
samyogah) says that two /h(a)-L/ sounds without a gap are 
called samyoga "cluster." Thus, the sequences like /$y/, 
/*v/ and /11/ will not be legally clusters. This could create 
several problems. For this reason, we might say that /y/, 
/v/ and /1/ must stand for /$/, /Y/ and /Ī/ also. 


This argument is not really valid. The nasal /$/, 
/* / and /Ī/ in cases like sayyanta are obtained by P.8.4.58 
(anusvarasya yayi para-savarnah) from /1n/, which is itself 
obtained ue by P.8.3.23 (mo'nusvārah). P.8.4.59 
(và padāntasya) makes P. 8. 4. 58 optional, if /m/ is at the end 
of a pada "finished word." The question is as follows. Is 
/$/ derived by P.8. 4.58 to be treated as siddha "effected" 
for P.1.1.7 (halo'nantaràh samyogah), which defines two or 
more immediate /ha-L/ sounds as a samyoga "cluster ?" 
By P.8.2.1 (pūrvatrāsiddham), rules in the Tripādī, last 
three quarters of the Astadhyayi, are to be treated as if 
asiddha "not effected," for the rest of the grammar. Even 
within these last three quarters, a rule is to be considered 
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to be asiddha "not effected" with respect to all the preceding 
rules. 


In the present case, we have to go into still more 
details. On P.8.2.1, Patafijali says that the samjūā-sūtrās 
[designation-rules] and the paribhāsā-sūtras | maxims of 
interpretation] apply wherever their conditions of application 
are found. These rules operate even with respect to the 
asiddha-section. [naisa dosah/ yady apidarh tatrāsiddham, 


yatra kāryam tatropasthitam drastavyam, MB, Vol. III, 

p. 354-5; kàrya-kàla-pakse tu tripadyam apy upasthitir iti 
vi$esah, ParibhasenduSekhara, ed. by K. V. Abhyankar, 

Pt. I, Poona, 1962, p. 2.] This might lead us to think 

that /y/ derived by P.8.4.58 is siddha "effected" for the 
samjfä-rule P.1.1.7. However, I think the situation is 
different. Patafiajli's discussion indicates that if a samjūā 
"technical term'' is found in a Tripādī-rule, then the respective 
rule defining that technical term has to apply with respect 

to that Tripadi-rule. In such a case, whatever rules are 
siddha ''effected'' with respect to that particular Tripādī- 

rule are also to be treated siddha with respect to that samjūā- 
rule. [The case of the term pragrhya is discussed by Nāgeša, 
see: Paribhāsendušekhara, pp. 3-4.| No rule after P. 8. 4.58 
uses the term samyoga or any other term dependent on the 
term samyoga. Therefore, P. 8.4.58 cannot be siddha 
"effected" for P.1.1.7in any way. Hence, in the place of 

the sequences /$y/, /Yv/ and /Īl/, P.1.1.7 finds /my/, 

/mv/ and /ml/, which are eligible to be termed samyoga. 
This is the original picture in the system of Panini. Thus, 
/$/, /4/ and /Ī/ need not be covered by /y/, /v/ and /1/ 

in /ha-L/ in P.1.1. 7. 


The Pāņinian system has to work this way. For 
instance, in a case like supihsu, the sequence /hs/ cannot 
become a samyoga "cluster," if /h/ derived by P.8.2.66 
(sasajuso ruh) and P.8.3.15 (khar-avasanayor visarjaniyah) 
is siddha for P.1.1.7 (halo'nantaräh samyogah). The sound 
/h/ is not a /ha-L/ sound in the original system of Pànini. 
Actually, /h/ is asiddha with respect to P. 1.1. 7, and hence 
the rule P. 1.1. 7 finds /s/ in the place of /h/, consequently 
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making /ss/ a real samyoga. The same has to be the case 
for seģuences of an anusvāra and a consonant. The anusvāra 
effected by a rule like P.8.2.23 (mo' nusvarab) has to be 
asiddha for P.1.1.7, so that there can be a samyoga in terms 
of the original /m/ or /n/ and the following non Only 
with such a procedure can we explain why Pänini did not feel 
it necessary to include the ayogavahas in the Šiva- -sūtras. 


However, in one context, Pataūjali seems to accept 
/$y/, /vv/ and A to be sarnyogas, by saying that /y/, /v/ 
and A stand for /y/, /v/ and /Ī/, implying thereby that they 
are /ha-L/ sounds, thus making /sy/ etc. real samyogas. 460 
Considering the above given arguments, we may regard this 
passage in Patafijali as not reflecting the exact Pāņinian 
procedure. As we shall see later on, Patafijali has accepted 
a vārttika of Kātyāyana, which proposes to regard /$/ etc. 
to be siddha ''effected'' in the context of rules of doubling 
(dvirvacana). 


Prima-Facie Argument [B]. If /y/, /v/ and /l/ do not stand 
for their nasal counterparts, then these nasal semi -vowels' 
will not be included in a pratyāhāra "shortform" such as 
/y(a) -R/. Thus a rule like P.8. 4. 47 (anaci ca, yarah from 
P.8.4.45) will not apply to sequences such as -/yy/-. This 
rule says that a /y(a) -R/ sound preceded by a vowel and not 
followed by a vowel is optionally doubled. For this reason, 
we would want to include /$/, /Y/ and /T/ in /y(a) -R/ 

through /y/, /v/ and /1/. 


This argument is also full of problems. The sound 
/m/ is changed to /th/ by P.8.3.23 (mo'nusvārah), while 
this anusvāra is changed to a nasal semi -vowel by P. 8. 4.58 
(anusvārasya yayi parasavarnah). However, the rule for 
doubling, i.e. P.8. 4, 47 (anaci ca) stands in between these 
two rules, sothatfor this rule the nasal semi-vowel is as if 
non-effected (asiddha), while only /m/ is effected (siddha). 
Hence it is not included in /y(a) -R/, and hence cannot be 
doubled by P.8.4.47. Katyàyana goes ahead and makes 
several suggestions. He proposes to include anusvara in 
the Siva-sütras, as well as he proposes that for the sake of 
doubling para-savarna "substitute homogeneous with the 
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following" should be regarded as siddha "effected. "461 

This creates several possibilities. Either an anusvāra could 
be doubled, or a nasal /$/ etc. could be doubled by regarding 
it to be a /y(a)-R/ sound. However, we are not sure if 

these provisos are intended by Panini. 


Prima-Facie Argument [C]. By P.8.4.57 (ano'pragrhya- 
syānunāsiko vā) a word-final /a/-vowel, /i/-vowel or 
/u/-vowel is optionally nasalized, if the word is nota 
pragrhya. Thus, we may optionally have nadī or nadī 
Suppose that nadi is followed by atra, would the nasal if 
change into a nasal /y/ by P.6.1.77 (iko yaņ aci) ? In such 
a case, we may want /y(a)-N/ to include the nasal semi- 
vowels also. 


This is also a dubious argument. The nasal final 
vowels are obtained by P 8.4.57, which belongs to the last 
three quarters. Therefore, for P.6.1.77, the nasal /f/is 
still considered to be non-effected (asiddha), and hence we 
cannot get nasal /$/ any way. 


9. The evidence considered so far for inclusion of semi- 
vowels in /a-N/ in P.1.1.69 is quite inconclusive. At this 
stage, we should refer to Patafijali who has raised this exact 
question, and it is of historical importance to see how he 
Struggles to find a purpose for this inclusion. What follows 
is a translation of the relevant passages from Pataüjali's 
Mahābhāsya: 


[A] Question: 
For what purpose the semi-vowels have been included 
in /a-N/ [in P.1.1.69 (an-udit savarnasya 


capratyayah) | ? 


Explanation of the Purpose: 

n [the examples] sa$yantā, savvatsarah, yallokam 
and tallokam, the [ substitutes] homogeneous with 

the following [i.e. /y/, /ē/ and /T/, effected by. 
P.8.4.58 (anusvärasya yayi parasavarnah)] are 
regarded as being non-effected (asiddha) |for P.8.4.47 
(anaci ca) and hence] only the anusvära [i.e. /m/] 


=, 


145 


is doubled [by P.8.4.47|. Thus, [in the expressions 
sammyantà, sammvatsarah, yammlokam and 
tammlokam] , after the second |/m/] has been 
[substituted] by a sound homogeneous with the following 
[i.e. after having obtained samyyantä, samYvatsarah, 
amflokam and tamllokam by P.8.4.58], those [/¥/, 

v/ and /1/] should be represented by | /y/, /v/ and 
/Vinļ /y(a)-Y/ [in P.8.4.58]. This would finally 
allow application of P.8. 4.58 to the first | //, 
yielding sayyyanta, saYYvatsarah, talllokam and 


yalllokam] ." 


a 


Objection: 

That is not the purpose. [Kätyäyana] will say later 
[on P.8.2.6] : 'In effecting doubling, a substitute 
homogeneous with the following (para-savarna) should 
be considered effected (siddha).' Since [such a 
substitute] is said to be effected, it would remain so 
[and will not be considered to be /m/]. 


[D] Reiteration of the Purpose: 
In that case, when a substitute homogeneous with the 
following (para-savarna) is effected [i.e. /$/, /v/ 
and /Ī/, by P.8.4.58] , that should be represented by 
[/y/, /v/ and /1/ in] /y(a) -R/ [in P.8. 4. 47 (anaci ca, 
yarah from P.8. 4.45] , so that [by P.8. 4. 47] there 
could be doubling [of /$/, /v/ and /1/]. 


tz 


Rejection of the Purpose: 
Doubling [of /$/, /Y/ and /l/] may not take place 
[by P.8. 4.47 (anaci ca)]. 


Reiteration of the Purpose: 

[We need doubling of 737. /t/ and /T/ by P.8.4.47], 
since there is a difference [in the resulting forms] . 
If there is doubling, the form | safyyantä] would 
have three /y/-s. If there is no doubling, then the 
form [| sayyantaé] would have two /y/-s. 


a 


[G] Rejection of the Purpose: 
| Even if there is doubling] , there is no difference 
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[in the forms]. Even if there is doubling, the form 
[finally] contains only two /y/-s. How could this be? 
By P.8.4.64 (halo yamám yami lopah) one of the /y/-s 
will be deleted. [The rule says: A /y(a)-M/ sound 
preceded by a consonant and followed by a corresponding 
/y (a) -M/sound is (optionally ?) deleted. | 


Reiteration of the Purpose: 

Still there is a difference. After doubling, the form 
might be with two /y/-s [if the deletion rule P.8. 4.64 
applies], and it might be with three /y/-s [if P. 8.4.64 
does not apply]. If doubling does not take place, 

then the form will have only two /y/-s. How could 
such a difference not be there? [There will be no 
difference in the form] if the deletion rule | P.8. 4.64] 
is obligatory. However, it is optional. 


Rejection of the Purpose: 
Let | the rules] be in such a way that there is no 
difference [in forms]. 


Reiteration of the Purpose: 

Option must continue [in P.8.4.65 (jharo jhari 
savarne) from P.8.4.62 (jhayo ho'nyatarasyam) | , 
since by P.8.4.49 (Saro'ci), Panini prohibits doubling. 
[ P. 8.4.65 means: a /jh(a)-R/ sound preceded by a 
consonant and followed by a homogeneous /jh(a) -R/ 
sound is (optionally ?) deleted. P.8.4.49 means: 

If followed by an /a-C/ sound (i.e. a vowel), a 

/$(a) -R/ (i.e. /$/, /s/ and /s/) is not doubled. | 

How is this indication [justified] ? [It is justified] 
because, if the deletion rule [i.e. P.8. 4.65 (jharo 
jhari savarne) were obligatory, there would be no 
purpose in negation | of doubling by P.8. 4. 49 
(Saro'ci)]....If there is doubling, then the | obligatory] 
deletion by P. 8.4.65 would take place. The teacher 
realizes that the deletion is optional, and hence 
prescribes negation of doubling [in specific cases, by 
P.8.4.49]. [Note: The implication is that if option 
continues from P.8.4.62 to P.8. 4.65, it obviously 
continues through P. 8.4.64 (halo yamām yami lopah). 
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Once this rule is optional, to derive a form such as 
sayyyanta with three /y/-s, we need /y/, /v/ and /1/ 
to stand for /$/, /v/ and /Ī/ in P.8. 4.58 (anusvärasya 
yayi parasavarnab). Thus, this argument establishes 
the purpose. | 


A 


Rejection of the Purpose: 

This is not a [justifiable] indication.... Therefore, 
even if the deletion rule [i.e. P.8.4.65] is obligatory 
still the rule for negation | of doubling, i.e. P.8. 4.49] 
must be given. [Note: We need not go into the 
arguments in this section. The argument consequently 
means that P. 8.4.64 (halo yamām yami lopah) must 
be obligatory, and ultimately would mean that /y/, 

/v/ and /1/ need not stand for /$/, /Y/ and /Ī/. 

This is the objector's view. | 
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Thus, it is extremely unclear in Pāņini's [ system] to 
the teachers, whether option continues or not. 


This is a statement of frustration on the part of Patafijali, a 
clear indication that there was probably no direct teacher- 
student tradition linking Patanjali with Pāņini. However, 
Patafijali accepts elsewhere that P.8. 4. 64 (halo yamäm yami 
lopah) is optional. 463 That would indicate that Patanjali 
accepts forms such as sayyyanta with triple clusters, which 
require that /y/, /v/ and ^L should stand for /y/, /Y/ and 
/A/. The whole discussion shows that Patafijali was at great 
pains in justifying inclusion of semi-vowels in homogeneous - 
representation, and finally he himself was not sure of the 
conclusions. 


10. Looking at the whole argument we may sum it up as 
folows. There are three axioms: 


(1) P. 8. 4.64 (halo yamäm yami lopah) is optional. 

(2) An anusvára can be duplicated by P.8. 4. 47 (anaci 
ca). This depends on inclusion of the anusvāra in 
the Siva -sütras. This has been proposed by Kātyāyana 
and seems to have been accepted by Patafijali. 464 
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(3) The parasavarna "substitute homogeneous with the 
following" effected by P.8.4.58 needs to be considered 
as effected (siddha) for P.8. 4,47, 465 


Of these three axioms, we need either (1) and (2) or (1) and 
(3) to justify inclusion of semi-vowels in the rule P.1.1.69. 
It is impossible to establish with any certainty historical 
validity of any of the three axioms stated above. Patanjali 
himself has declared the uncertainty of the first, while the 
other two are suggestions of Kātyāyana. 


11. Perhaps, Panini's intention in the formulation of P.1.1.69 
was for achieving a very wide morphophonemic generalization, 
of which different parts may have varying degrees of utility 

in his grammar. 466 It is possible that he constructed these 
meta -rules before conceiving the specific operation rules. 
Thus, certain elements in his meta-rules may have later 
remained unutilized. Traditionally, the only practical 
purpose is the doubling of nasal semi-vowels. It depends on 
P.8.4.64 being optional. Kaiyata says that though the 
argument for indication (jhäpaka) has fallen through, still 

the tradition of the Pāņinian teachers accepts P.8.4.64 to 

be optional. 467 Hari Diksita in his Brhacchabdaratna says 
that the usage of /a-N/ in P.1.1.69 itself is an indication 

that P.8.4.64 is optional. If P.8.4.64 is not optional, then 
the purpose of /a -N/ beyond the limit of /a-C/ cannot be 
justified. 468 Nägesa refutes this argument. 469 However, 
Hari Diksita's argument alone can explain to some extent 

why Patanjali eventually considered P.8.4.64 to be optional. 


12. There is no doubt that Katyayana, who presupposes 

that parasavarna "substitute homogeneous with the following" 
be considered effected (siddha) in the context of doubling, 
intends such a doubling and accepts clusters like /$Yy/, ` 
/*9v/ and /1l1/. 470 Patanjali and the later tradition accepts 
this notion. What is historically not certain is if Pāņini 
himself accepted this. Pāņini's rules as they stand do not 
allow such doubling. For the doubling rule P.8.4.47 (anaci 
ca), /y/, /v/ and /Ī/ effected by P. 8.4.58 are non-effected 
(asiddha), while /rn/ effected by P.8.3.23 is effected (siddha). 
However, an anusvāra is not included in the Siva - sütras. 
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Itis not a /y(a)-R/ sound and hence cannot be doubled. Thus, 
ultimately there is no doubling of nasal semi-vowels. 


It is quite probable that Panini himself never intended 
doubling of anusvāra and nasal semi-vowels. Thus, this may 
never have been the purpose for inclusion of semi-vowels in 
the rule P.1.1.69. If we look at the Prātišākhyas, we find 
support for the view that there is no possibliity of clusters 
like /$Yy/, /YYv/ and /Ill/. The Prātišākhyas state very 
clearly that a consonant followed by a homogeneous consonant 
is not doubled. 471 There seems to be consensus of the 
Pratisakhyas on this point. Under such circumstances, 
without any positive proof, it is hard to accept that Panini 
allowed such doubling. It is not clear why Kātyāyana developed 
such a notion. It may be that this was his deductive attempt 
to find a practical purpose for inclusion of semi-vowels in 
P.1.1.69. Ultimately, we can only state that Panini most 
certainly included semi-vowels in /a-N/ in P.1.1.69, but 
for what practical purpose, we do not know. 472 
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NOTES 


. Kielhorn (1876a), p. 52, and also S. D. Joshi (1968), Intr. 


p. iv. We find a stong traditional assertion of this opinion 
in Maitreyaraksita's Tantrapradipa: na hi bhasyakara - 
matam anādrtya sütrakarasya kaScanabhiprayo varnayitum 
yujyate/ sūtrakāra -värttikakäräbhyäm tasyaiva prämänya- 
daršanāt/ .. .uttarottarato bhäsyakärasyaiva prämänyam, 
quoted by S. C. Chakravarti, Introduction to Dhātupradīpa 
pp. 2-3. 


Belvalkar (1915), p. 35. 
For an example, see: Deshpande (1972), p. 233. 
Thieme (1935a), p. x. 


This traditional view is in fact quite a late notion, and 
most of the modern scholars now believe in Panini's 
authorship of these sūtras. The most recent and 
comprehensive study is: Cardona (1969). 


? 


For the discussions on this point by Katyayana and 
Patafjali, see: MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 59 ff. 


For a misinterpretation of this notion, see: '"These 
sutras must be understood in such a way that the last 
consonant of each of them is the notational symbol for 
the preceding group: /n/ is the symbol of the short 
vowels, /k/ is the notational symbol of the sonatic 
liquids etc." Zgusta (1969), p. 405. This is obviously 
wrong. 


8. Thieme (1935a), p. 101. 
9. Burnell (1875), p. 22. 


10. 


11. 


savarna-samjüayam bhainna-dešesv atiprasahgah 
prayatna-sämänyät, Vārttika 2 on P. 1. 1.9, MB, Vol. I, 
Sec. I, p. 153. 


siddham tv āsye tulya -deóa-prayatnam savarnam, 
Vārttika 2 on P. 1.1.9, ibid. 
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12. 


13. 


14. 
15. 


16. 
17. 
18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


taddhitāntam āsyam/ āsye bhavam äsyam, "šarīrā- 
vayavad yat''/ kim punar āsye bhavam? sthānam karanarh 
a MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p.154. 

VPr (i. 43) samāna-sthāna -karaņāsya -prayatnah 
savarņah. Uvata's commentary says: ko'sāv āsya- 


ca isat-sprstata ardha-sprstatā cety āsya-prayatnah, 

VPr (W), pp. 118-9. The Varņa-ratna-pradīpikā -siksa 
of Amaresa and the Yājūavalkya -šiksā also speak of these 
six types of internal efforts (āsya-prayatna), see: Siksa. - 


samgraha, pp. 120 and 132. 
Breloer (1929), p. 116. 


Thieme (1935a), p. 94. For a counter argument, see: 
Cardona (1965), p. 227. 

Thieme (1935c), p. 22. 

ibid. 

See: "Varna ist anderseits auch nicht ein einzelner 
'gesprochener Laut’, noch auch ein 'Phonem', sondern 
bezeichnet eine Abstraktion, die keine linguistische 
Wirklichkeit hat: varna 'Farbe, Gattung' benennt 
speziell eine 'Lautgattung'. Z. B. avarna ist 'die 
Gattung der /a/-Laute (d.h. /a/, /ā/ und /ā3/)', z. B. 
/k/, /kh/, /g/, /gh/ und /h/ sind savarna 'von gleicher 
Gattung', weil sie alle am Velum artikuliert werden." 
Thieme (1957c), p. 666. 


bhedadhisthana hi savarņa-samjūā, yadi yatra sarvam 


samānam tatra syät, savarna-sarhjfia-vacanam anarthakam 
syāt/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 156. 

prayatna-višesaņam āsyopādānam/ santi hi āsyād bāhyāh 
prayatnāh, te hāpitā bhavanti/ tesu satsv asatsv api 
savarna-samjna siddhā bhavati/ ibid, 1. 153. 


näsikätiriktävayavaka -mukhasyaiva grahanena tat- 
sāhacaryād atrāpy āsya-padena tādršasyaiva grahanam 
bodhyam/ MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 154. 


aņudit savarņasya iti šāstram satah savarņasyāņā 


23. 


24. 


25. 


26. 


27. 
28. 


29. 
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grahanam bhavati ity etavanmatram bodhayati, na tv 


aprasiddham savarnam kalpayati/, Ratnaprakāša on 
MB, MPV, pp. 170-1. 


sūtra 1, and also: avarņākrtir upadistā sarvam avarņa- 
külam grahisyati, tathevarņākrtis tathovarnakrtih/ 
MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 70. 


hanyate, surā-mātram ca na piyate/ yadi dravyam 
padarthah syād, ekam brahmanam ahatvā, ekām ca suram 
apitvä anyatra kāma-cārah syät/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. II, 
p. 92. 


See the Varttikas: 1) hal-grahanesu ca, Vt 15 on the 
Siva-sütra 1, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 71, and 2) tadvac 

ca hal-grahanesu, Vt on P.1.1.69, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 375. Onthis Vt, Bhartrhari comments: hal-grahanesu 
ea/ tatra grahanaka-sästrasyävyäpärah, MB-D, p. 57. 
This statement of Bhartrhari that P.1.1.69 does not apply 
to consonants needs some modification. P.1.1.69 

does apply to /y/, /v/ and /1/, which are included in the 
shortform /a-N/. Only then these sounds can stand for 
/$/, /S/ and /1/. If P.1.1.69 were meant to apply only 
to vowels, Pāņini could have used the shortform /a-C/ 
instead of /a -N/. 


savarņe'n-grahaņam aparibhāsyam ākrti-grahaņāt, Vt on 
P.1.1.69, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 373. 


Cardona (1968), p. 448. 


See: "The Šiva-sūtras at the beginning of Pāņini's 
grammar are sophisticated presentation of Sanskrit 
sounds, but not a complete list, because, e.g. /a/ 

stands not only for /a/, but also for /á/, /ā/, /ā/, /a/, 
/à/, /A3/ etc., i.e. /a/ denotes the genus of /a/ sounds." 
Scharfe (1971), p. 7. 


See: "It (i.e. /a/) stands for all its varieties 18 in 
number, Pat. avarnäkrtir upadistà sarvam avarna- 
kulam grahigyati." Ghatage (1972), p. 158. Also see: 
"But there are some sounds lacking (in the Siva-sütras), 


154 


30. 
31. 


32. 


33. 


34. 


35. 
36. 


which cannot have been unknown to Panini, first of all 
the long vowels /à/, /i/, /i/,.... Of course, the long 
vowels were known to the great grammarian: as a matter 
of fact they already appear in 1.1.1. vrddhir adaic, or at 
least one of them, the long /a/. And the introduction to 
the Mahabhasya tells us, that the long vowels are always, 
unless expressly otherwise stated, implied when 
mentioning short ones." Sköld (1926), p. 9. He also 
says: "Now, why do the long vowels not appear in the 
Siva-sütras? Already the Indian commentators explained 
this fact by stating, that in Panini's work short vowels 
usually stand for the long ones also. And this opinion 
seems to have been unanimously accepted by Western 
scholars." Ibid., p. 21. These scholars seem to blur 
the distinction between the two procedures of savarna- 
grahana and àkrti -grahana. 

Biardeau (1964), p. 372. 

an-grahanam kurvatah sütra-krto nàyam pakso'bhipretah, 
SKB, p. 36. 

na tāvad varttikam drstvā sütra-krtah pravrttih, SKB, 

p. 39. 


atra...savarna-grahaņam, jäti-nirdeso và, LSS, 
pp. 104-5, and also: sūtra-matenāha-savarneti, bhasya - 
matenäha -jätiti, Cidasthimālā on LSS, p. 122. 


tat-sutre jati-paksasyabhavac ca, Cidasthimala on 
LSS, p. 104. 


See the note: 23. 


ākrti-grahaņāt tu siddham/ pratyāhāre'nuvrtti-nirdeše 
ca jātir eva codyate na vyaktih/ vyakty-upādānam tu 

yathā nälikera -dvipa-niväsina idam upadišyate-ayam 

gaur esa tvayā na pada sprastavya iti sa tam bālam 
krsņam kršam copadisto vrddham šabalam sthūlam api 

na spršati/ MB-D, p. 57. Ānnambhatta tries to give some 
formal explanation of the perception of a universal like 
atva ''/a/-ness" which is common to /a/, /ā/ and /ā3/: 
kevala -kanthyatve sati svaratvam atva-jāter vyaūjakam, 
tac ca dirgha-plutayor api samānam/, Uddyotana on 
MB-P, MPV, p. 115. 


38. 


39. 


40. 


41. 


42. 
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sa eväyam iti/ ...naisa vinastah yata enam punar 
upalabhàmahe/ "[The people] say that the word go 
‘cow’ is uttered eight times, but they do not | say that] 
eight go-words | were uttered|. They do not think that 
[the second utterance] is similar [to the first], but 

| they understand the second] to be the same [as the 
first]. The [first sound] has not been destroyed, 

since we find the same sound | manifested] again." 
Šābara-bhāsya on MS, Vol. I, Part I, p. 87-9. Also: 
samyoga -vibhāgā nairantaryena kriyamānāh šabdam 
abhivyafijanto nāda -šabda -vācyāh/ tena nädasyaisa 
vrddhir na Sabdasya, "The conjunctions and disjunctions 
[of the air] which are continuously produced are called 
nādas 'physical sounds' which manifest the | real] sound. 
Therefore, this kind of prolonging etc. belongs to the 
physical sound and not to the real sound.'' Säbara-bhäsya 
on MS, Vol. I, PartI, p. 84. 


utpanno ga-kāro nasto ga-kāra iti pratitya varnanam 
anityatvāt 'so'yam gakara' iti pratyabhijūāyāh seyam dipa- 
jvaletivat sājātyāvalambanatvāt, '"The sounds are non- 
eternal, since there are cognitions that the sound /g/ is 
produced and that it has been destroyed. Therefore, the 
recognition of the type 'this is that /g/-sound' rests on. 
[two sounds] belonging to the same universal. This is 
similar to the cognition 'this is the same flame of the 
lamp.'" Dipikà on TS, p. 54, also: KM, p. 851. 


katvādikam tu dhvani-nistham, dhvani-vi$esa-vyaktayah 
anantā janyas ca, MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 152. 


ista-buddhy-arthaš ca varņānām upadešah/ istān varnān 
bhotsyamahe iti/ na hy anupadisya varņān istā varnāh 


$akyà vijūātum, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 60. 


nunāsika-dīrgha-plutānām apy upadešah, Vt, MB, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 60. 


MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 60. 
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43. 


44. 


45. 


akrty -upadesat siddham iti cet samvrtädinäm prati- 
sedhah, Vt., MB, B, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 60. Pai ai 
mentions the following faults of the pronounciation of 
vowels: saravrta "closed pronounciation," kala 
"pronouncing a sound in a wrong point of articulation," 
dhmāta "a short vowel appearing long, because of using 
too much air," enikrta "an unfinished sound, which leaves 
doubt about its exact nature," ambükrta "that which is 
heard as if not clearly coming out of the mouth," ardhaka 
"that which is heard with half of its regular quantity," 
grasta "unclear or suppressed at the root of the tongue, " 
nirasta "harsh (Kaiyata), fast (Nāgeša),'' pragita "as if 
sung,'' upagita "affected by the tones of the nearing 
sounds," ksvinpa "trembling," romaša "high sounding," 
avalambita ''mixed with another sound," nirhata "too dry," 
sandasta "as if prolonged," virkirna "extending into 
another sound." Patafijali says that consonants have 
different faults of pronounciation. The above explanations 
are based on the commentaries of Bhartrhari, Kaiyata 
and Nàge$a | MB-D, p. 43; MB-P and MB-P-U, Vol. I, 
Sec. I, p. 60]. 


evar tarhi astādašadhā bhinnäm nivrtta-kaladikam 

avarnasya prattyāpattim vaksyam mi/ sā t tarhi vaktav vaktavyà, 
MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 61. Also: akārasya nidarša nidarša - 
nārthatvāt sarva -varņānām Sästränte prattyā pattir i ity 


arthah, MB-P, and tathā ca "prattyāpatty aorayane 
gauravam iti “phavah, MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 61. 


lingartha tu prattyapattih, Vt; yady apy etad  ucyate, 
ATM anekam anubandha -Satam E it- 


samjnä ca na vaktavyä, lopa$ ca na vaktavyah/ yad 
anubandhaih 1 kriyate tat kalādibhih karisyate/ MB, Vol. I, 


Sec. I, p. 61. This has been elaborated by by the - 
commentators by showing how new rules could be 
formulated by using the faulty varieties of pronounciation. 
"For example, in order to show that a root is one of 

those with which occur the endings called ātmanepada, 
Pāņini lists (in the appendix called Dhātu-pātha) consonant- 
final roots with a final nasalized anudātta vowel, which 

by [A 1: upadeše'j anunásika it] is anit. Vowel-final 
roots are listed with a final /ū/ which is it by [A 2: 


46. 


47. 


48. 
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hal antyam P.1.3.3]. Pänini then formulates a rule 
(1.3.12) anudätta-nita ätmanepadam "The ātmanepada 
endings occur after roots marked with anudätta or h/.' 
Now for 1.3.12, a new rule would be formulated: kalad 
ātmanepadam 'After roots pronounced with kala....'" 
Cardona (1969), p. 10. For the original commentatorial 
discussions, see: MB-P and MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 61. 


siddhyaty evam apāņinīyam tu bhavati, MB, Vol. I, 
Sec. I, p. 61. 


[siddhànta-bhàsyam] athavā idam tàvad aydm prastavyah: 
kveme samvrtādayah $rüyerann iti? āgamesu/ āgamāh 
Suddhah ae ante) vikäresu tarhi/ vikäräh $uddhäh 
tenues atyayesu tarhi/ pratyayäh š$uddhāh pathyante/ 
dhātusu tarhi/ dhātavo'pi šuddhāh pathyante/ pratipadikesu 
tarhi/ prātipadikāny api šuddhāni pathyante/ yāni tarhy 
agrahaņāni prätipadikäni/ etesam api syara -varnänupürvi- 
jfanartham upadešah kartavyah/SaSah sasa iti mà bhüt/ 
maūcako mafijaka iti mā bhüt/ āgamās ca vikārāš ca 
pratyayāh saha dhātubhih/ uccäryante tatas tesu neme 
praptah kaladayah/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 62. The 
commentary Ratnaprakāša on the MB says that this 
reference to "unlisted nominals" also indirectly refers to 
unlisted verb-roots and affixes: dhatu-pratyayayor 
apathitayor upalaksanam idam, Ratnaprakāša, MPV, 

p. 121. 

K. V. Abhyankar (1969), pp. 51-2. Also: ''This is not to 
suggest that Panini's grammar be remolded to list all 
nominal bases of the language. As Kaiyata says: 

nominal bases with unadi affixes and the nominal bases 
such as prsodara 'spotted-belly' are recognized as 
correct because they are used by the instructed. Hence, 
all are included in the grammar." Cardona (1969), 

p. 11. However, I think that here Patafijali is trying to 
demonstrate how the follower of universal~mention is 
finally cornered. He is faced with listing all the nominals 
in order to exclude the faulty pronounciations covered by 
universal-mention. Patafijali's expression upadešah 
kartavyah "listing would have to be made" is quite clear. 
Kātyāyana was probably not aware that his proposal would 
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lead to such consequences. Patanjali has lead the 
argument to its inevitable logical conclusion. Ina 
different context, Patafijali clearly says that if one 
proposes to make a complete teaching of all unlisted 
and underived nominals, it would ats undesirable 


etenābhyupāyenopadešaš codyate, tad guru u bhavati, M MB, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 65. Also: pratipada "pāthasyāšakyatvāt, 
MB-P, and sarvāņy agrahaņāni prātipadikāni vivrtākāra- 
yuktäni pathaniyänity arthah/ ...tad guru bhavati, 

tasmād iti/ MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 65]. Patanjali 
narrates a story hat Brhaspati started teaching Indra, 

by listing all the words, but could not finish his instruction 
even within a thousand divine years. The sample of such 
a listing given by Patafijali is gaur a$vah puruso hastī 
Sakunir mrgo brähmanah [ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, pp. 42-3]. 
This story indicates i impossibility of listing all words. 
However, apparently there were some efforts in such a 
direction. Patafijali uses the term Sabda-parayana "a 
[full] listing of all words," and Bhartrhari says that 
this is a conventionally established term and is the name 
of a work [MB-D, p. 17]. Interéstingly enough, the 
word nāma-pārāyaņa occurs in the first verse of the 
Kāšikā -vrtti [ Vol. I, p. 3]. The Nyāsa says that it is 

a work with which one can go to the end of nominal- 
stems, while the Pada -maßjari i explains this to be a 
work where the words listed in Pànini's gana -pätha are 
explained [KS-N and KS-P, Vol. I, p. 4]. In 1803, 
Colebrooke hinted at the possible existence of such 
voluminous texts [''On the Sanskrit and Prakrit 
Languages," Asiatic Researches 7, 1803; reprinted 
partially in Staal (1972), p. 42]. 


49. tasmän na Sista-prayogam antarenaitad bhavati kalādi- 
nivrttir upapanneti, MB-D, p. 46. Annambhatta says 
that the Bhäsya passage upadesah kartavyah "teaching of 
{unlisted nominals] should be made" implies that such a 
teaching has not been done by Panini, and if all such 
nominals were to be listed; it would be a case of 
pratipada -pätha "a word by word listing" of all usages. 
That certainly could not be a solution (parihäränupapattih). 
Therefore, Kaiyata gives another explanation, i.e. one 


50. 


51. 


52. 


53. 


54, 


55. 


must rely on the usage of the Sistas. [nanu upadešah 
kartavya ity uktyā sttrakarenanupadistatvavagateh 
sarvesäm upadesangikare pratipada -pätha -prasangat 
parihäränupapattih/ ata āha Bata a ju ktaiveēti/, 
Uddyotana, MPV, p. 110. 

yasya punar [varņaika-dešā varna-grahanena| grhyante, 
ra ity eva tasya siddham, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 84. 


lädese ca rkära-grahanam kartavyam/ krpo ro lah/ 
rkärasya ceti vaktavyam/ ihäpi yathä syät/ klptah, 
klptavän iti/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I p. 84. 
athavobhayatah sphota-mätram nirdi$yate/ ra-šruter 
la-Srutir bhavati, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 84. 


athavä sphota -mátram ity äkrti-nirdeso'yam ity uktam 
bhavati/ ...ākrty-āšrayaņasyedam prayojanam, antar- 
bhütänantar-bhütayo rephayoh pratipatty-artham, MB-D, 
p- 76. 


sphota-mätram iti jäti-sphota ity arthah/ tatas cäntar- 
bhütänantarbhüta -repha -lakara -vyakti -vyahgyam 
sāmānyam sthāny-ādeša-bhāvenāšrīyate/ MB-P, Vol. I, 
Sec. I. p. 84. Kaiyata's argument is upheld by the 
commentary Näräyaniyam: anugata -buddhi -vedyatväj 
jateh, antargatatve api 'ra' ity -àdi -rüpa -sad -bhàvàj 
jaty -abhyupagamah/ ...'ra' ity -àdy -anubhava -màtrena 
jātim vastu-satim asatīm và svikrtya $abdanu$asana- 
pravrtter nayam artho yuktyā bādhanīyah/ , Narayaniyam, 
MPV, p. 171. 

On this passage, John Brough says: ''This can be 
approximately rendered in modern terminology, 'In 
both the cases the phoneme is meant, i.e. "an allophone 


of the /r/-phoneme is replaced by an allophone of the 
/A/-phoneme.'' It is of interest to observe that Patanjali 


159 


realized that for the phonology of Sanskrit it is convenient 
to regard /r/ and /r/ as belonging to the same phoneme." 


Brough (1951), p. 37. Perhaps, Brough is reading too 
much into Patafijali's statement. Patafijali does not even 
consider /r/ and /r/ to be homogeneous (savarna) 
[rephosmanarh savarņā na santi, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 

p. 88]. The consonantal /r/ is considered to be 
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56. 


57. 


58. 


isat-sprsta "with slight contact," while /r/ is vivrta 
"open. " Thus, they are not homogeneous with each 
other. The relationship is rather like part and whole. 
The phonemic identity is not between /r/ and /r/, but 
rather between /r/ occurring independently, and /r/ asa 
part of /r/. This has been clarified by S. D. Joshi (1967), 
p. 16. Thus, /r/ and /r/ do not belong to the same 
sphota, but /r/ inside and outside belongs to the same 
sphota. Whitney thought that /r/ and /1/ were originally 
phonetically the same with /r/ and /l/. Whitney on TPr, 
p. 59. He also says: "Some consonants are capable of of 
use as vowels. The consonants most often employed with 
vocalic quality are /1/, /n/ and /r/. A higher grade of 
vocalic capacity belongs to /r/ and /1/ than to any other 
of the sounds reckoned as consonantal, in virtue of the 
more open position assumed by the mouth organs in 

their utterance, which gives them a share in the 
sonorousness and continuability characteristic of the 
vowels.'' Whitney (1884), pp. 362-3. In contrast to 
Whitney's conception, Indian phoneticians considered 

/r/ and /1/ to be rather composite sounds, with 

vocalic and consonantal parts. 


yat tu svatantràsvatantra -sadhàrana -jati-parataya etad- 
bhāsya-vyākhyānam iti tan na/ tādrša-jātau mānābhāvāt, 
MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 85. . This explanation of 
Nāgeša a agrees with that of the commentary Ratnaprakāša 
on the MB. This commentary says that the Bhāsya does 
not indicate the existence of a universal (jāti) common to 
/r/ inside and /r/ outside. The Bhäsya refers only to 
the sound (dhvani -mätra) which is common to /r/ which 
is the locus of /r/-ness, i.e. independent /r/, and the 
/r/ sound in /r/. [MPV, pp. 169-170. | 


Cardona (1969), p. 7. Also: rti *r và, lti *1 và ity 
ubhayatrāpi vidheyarh varna-dvayar dvi 1 dvi -mātram, 

ādyasya madhye dvau rephau tayor ekā mātrā, abhito'j- 
bhakter apara/ dvitiyasya tu madhye dvau la -kárau, 
Sesam pragvat, SK, p. 7. 

yathakaro'-ntvad dirgha -plutāv api grhnati, evam 

bhaktim api grahisyati iti/ akrti-grahane va sarvatrakrter 
bhavat, MB-D, p. 76. 


59. 


60. 


61. 


62. 


63. 


64. 


65. 
66. 
67. 


68. 
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idam varņa-turiyam anyatrādrstam kvacit, sayazıyam 
api i nästi/ n na hy atra samudāya -prayatnäd anyo'vayava- 
prayatno näpi sthānam/ na tv esa varna-bhagah šaknoti 
= ātim upavyaūjayitu m/ MB -D, pp. 76-7. 


tasya bhägasya sphuta-pratibhāsāvisayatvāt jaty - 
abhivyakti-hetutvabhavac ceti bhavah, MB-P, Vol.I, 
Sec. I, p. 85. 


atvädi-jätity arthah/ evam ca na kenāpy aca tad-grahanam 
iti bhàvah/ atra jà āty -abhiv 'akti -hetutvābhāve st sphuta - 
pratibhāsāvi isayatvam hetuh/ MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. I, 

p. 85. 


edaitor odautos ca na mithas savarnyam m/ ai-au-c iti 
sūtrārambha -sämarthyät/ SK, p. 3. 


rkäralkäroyoh savarna-vidhih ity asya varttikakara - 
vakyatvat sütrakärenänäsritatväd atra lIkäropadesah 
krtah/ MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 72. 2. Also: vastutah 

sūtra -mate lkārasya rkāreņa savarnyabhavena 
grahanabhavat, Jyotsna on LSS, p. 127. Thieme realizes 
the unhistoricity of Kātyāyana's statement and calls it 
"ein Postulat." Thieme (1935b), p. 171. 


asya hi lkarasyalpiyàm$ caiva hi prayoga -visayah/ yaš 


capi prayoga-visayah so'pi kļpisthasya/ MB, Vol. I, 
Sec. I, p. 72. 


Cardona (1965b), pp. 310-1. 
Thieme (19352), p. 112. 


rkāra-lkārayoh savarna-vidhih, Vt, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 158. 


Deshpande (1972), p. 230. On this vārttika, Devasthali 
comments: "This is a varttika composed by Kātyāyana, 
who coming about two centuries after Pāņini sought to 
remove the deficiencies in P's rules. Itis not impossible 
that some deficiencies might have crept into the Astādhyāyi 
in spite of P; but what is also [and even more] likely is 
that the language which formed the basis of his rules, 

being a living language, underwent several modifications, 
thus making P's rules deficient in course of time." 
Devasthali (1969), p. 7. The general thesis of language 
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change being the basis of Kātyāyana's vārttikas is 
advocated by Devasthali elsewhere [''The Aim of the 
Vārttikas of Kātyāyana,'' Munshi Felicitation Volume, 
Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Bombay, 1962|. Whatever its 
independent merits, this thesis cannot be really applied 
to Kātyāyana's proposed homogeneity of /r/ and /1/. 
The reason is not historical linguistic change. Deva- 
sthali himself says that /r/ and /1/ are said to be 
homogeneous despite the fact that they have different 
points of articulations |Devasthali (1969), p. 7]. The 
only reason Kātyāyana needed this homogeneity is the 
change in linguistic attitude. Panini looked at the use of 
/V/ only in the object language, i.e. only in the forms of 
klp, while Kätyäyana also tried to take care of 
grammatical expressions with /1/, and imitation 
expressions etc. [For details, see: above, Sec. 3.12-13.| 
Siddheshwar Varma (1929, p. 7) believes that there was 
actually a real linguistic change, i.e. /r/ and /1/ came 
to be pronounced at the same point of articulation and 
hence their homogeneity was inevitable. He claims that 
the later Pàniniyas did not realize the contradiction in 
giving different points of articulation for /r/ and /Ļ/, 
and also saying that they are homogeneous. "Though 
certain traditions recorded in the Prātišākhyas and 
Šiksās did accept /r/ and /l/ to have the same point of 
articulation, there is no proof that this was universal 
and was accepted in the Pàninian tradition. Thieme has 
discussed and refuted Varma's views, Thieme (19352), 
P. 108. Interestingly, we find a totally different 

view in Višvešvarasūri's VSSN, p. 90. Višvešvarasūri 
refers to the view of the RPr that /r/ and /l/ are both 
jihvà-müliyas "produced at the root of the tongue," 

and says that this naturally leads to their homogeneity. 
He refers [Ibid, pp. 90-1] to an important indication in 
Pāņini's rule: rd-upadhac caklpi-crteh P.3.1.110. This 
rule refers to roots with /r/ as their pre-final sound, 
except klp and crt. This could be interpreted to suggest 
that Panini did accept homogeneity of /r/ and /1/. 
However, it may also be argued the klp is the normal 
way of referring to the meta-root krp, and hence the rule 
need not imply homogeneity of /r/ and /1/. 


69. 


T0. 


71. 
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yadi tarhi rkara-grahane lkāra-grahanam sannihitam 


bhavati, ur an ra-parah, lkarasyapi raparatvam prapnoti, 
MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 159. 


lkārasya laparatvam vaksyāmi/ tac cāvašyarm vaktavyam/ 
asatyam savarna-samjnayàm vidhy-artham/ tad eva 
satyäm repha-bādhanārtham bhavisyati/ ibid. The 
statement of Pataūjali, namely "I shall prescribe 
(vaksyämi) [the substitute vowel] for /1/ to be followed 
by /1 , is actually a totally new provision, which is 

not found in Panini's rules. However, Bhartrhari takes 
vaksyāmi to be the same as vyakhyasyami.'T shall 
|re-Jinterpret.'' Then Bhartrhari introduces the notion 
of the shortform /rA/, formulated by declaring the /a/ 
in laN to be nasalized and hence being an it "marker." 
Thus, from /r/ in hayavaraT to /A/ in lAN, we get /r/ 
and /1/ in the shortform /rA/. [lkārasya laparatvarn 
vaksyāmi vyākhyāsyāmīty arthah/ rat lan iti lakāre 
yo'kārah asau anunasikah pratijūāsyate/ atah 
svenanyenetarah it iti rephah adih tan-madhyasya samjīā 
bhavisyati/ ur an raparah iti rephas tan-madhyar 
lakāram pratyäyayati/ evam api ubhayoh ra-lau kasmän 
na bhavatah/ MB-D, p. 149.] This interpretation is 
followed by the later tradition up to Bhattoji Diksita. 
Nàge$a, however, criticizes this shortform, for being 
unhistorical. He points out that Pànini independently 
uses /r/ and /1/ in rules like P. 7.2.2 (ato lräntasya). 
He also notes that if /a/ in laN were a meta-element, 
Pāņini would have used the shortform /yA/ for yaN 
[LSS, pp. 24-6]. A. M. Ghatage has missed the point 
in his explanation: "A nasalized form (of /a/) is used 
by Pas anitin Siva-sütra 6, taking advantage of the 
fact that Skt. uses no nasal vowels as distinctive." 
Ghatage (1972), p. 158. For the right historical view, 
see: K. M. K. Sharma (1968), p. 29. Also: Thieme 
(1935b), p. 200. 

yada ca rkāra-ļkārayoh savarna-vidhir akrti-grahanac ca 
grahanaka-šāstram pratyākhyāyate tadā saty api $ruti- 
bhede ekākrtitvam eva yathā hrasva -dirghayor iti/ 
MB-D, p. 64. 
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72. 


73. 


74. 


75. 


76. 


77. 


78. 


79. 


värttika-mate savarne'n-grahanam aparibhasyam 
akrti-grahanad iti siddhäntäd rkäre lkara-sadharana - 
jati -virahenakrti-grahanasambhavat/ SKB, p. 39. 
tasmad an-grahanam pratyācaksāņasya tat-sthāne 
rgrahanam karttavyam/ SKB, p. 40 


arabdhe'pi varttike rkara-lkarayoh savarnyasyanityatam 
jhäpayitum karttavya eva ļkāropadešah/ tena kļēpta- 
šikha ity atra guror anrta iti plutah siddhyati/ anyathā 
anrta iti nisedhah syät/ rkärena lkara-grahanat/ SKB, 


r-ļ-varņayoh savarnyam ity anena samäna -jätitvasya 
evātidešena...na dosah/ LSS, p. 129. Also: sävarnya- 
vacanena samäna-jäty-atidesam eva vaksyati, 
Cidasthimālā on LSS, p. 127. 


samāno varno jātir ity arthah/ varnä$ramäcäravän ity 
ādau varņa-padena jāter vyavahārāt iti bhāvah, 
Sadasivabhattiya on LSS, p. 129. 


lakara-rephayos ca samāna-šrutitā kavi-sampradaye 
rasiddheti rtva-jatir lkare'py asty eveti tatrapi na 
dosah/ BSS, Vol. I, p. 66. 
a-i-u-n iti esu jäti-paro nirdešah/ ...tatra yady api 
hrasva -dirgha -pluta -sädhärani jātir asti tathapi tasya 
atra na nirdešah/ aņ-udit-sūtre aņ-grahaņāt/ kin tu tad- 
vyàpyà hrasva-matra-vrttir api sa svikriyate, vyavahāra- 
balāt/ tasyā atra nirdešah/ (ata evāsya cvau ity ādau an- 
udit-sütra-pravrttih)/ ata eva 'dīrghāņām anantvena 
savarņāgrāhakatvam' iti siddhāntah sahgacchate/ na 
caivam api dirghadinam actvam na EL, istāpatteh/ aņ- 
udit-sūtra-pravrttyā, laksanaya vajadi-padais tad- 
upasthitih šāstre ity agre nirūpayisyāmah/ ...yad vā 
vyäpaka -jati -nirdesa evätra/ an-udit-sütra-prayojanam 
tu vaksyate/ BSS, Vol. I, pp. 2-3; also SKB, p. 37. 


Actually, /a/ and /h/ do not have the same internal effort, 
according to the Päninian tradition. The short /a/ is 
sarnvrta "closed," while /h/ is vivrta "open." In order 
to have homogeneity of closed /a/ with open /ä/, Pänini 
considers /a/ also to be open, within the system. The 
final rule of his system, P.8.4.68 (a a), reinstates 


80. 


81. 


82. 


83. 


84. 


85. 
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closed /a/ for open /a/ in the object language. There 
were other traditions, which considered short /a/ to be 
open even in the object language. For instance: Rktantra- 
vyākaraņa (3.8) says: vivrta-taram akaraikaraukaranam. 
The same view is adopted by Abhayanandin in his 
Jainendra -mahavrtti | see: Sec. 12.4.1] and by 
Hemacandra in his Brhad-vrtti [see: Sec. 12.7.3]. For 
views of the Prätisäkhyas, see. n. 261. Also Rāmajūā 
Pandeya (1965), p. 160, says that the Gaudas pronounce 
open short /a/. K. C. Chattopadhyaya (1974) argues that 
Panini himself considered /a/ as an open sound. The 
later Pāņinīyas, however, had a closed short /a/ under 
the influence of ancient Dravidian and they designed the 
final rule of the Astādhyāyī, P.8.4.68 (a a), to explain 
away the problem. I have dealt with Chattopadhyaya's 
argument in my article "Phonetics of Short /a/ in 
Sanskrit, '' which is due to appear in the Indo-Iranian 
Journal. 


jati~pakse dosa eva na, itva-Satvadi-jater bhedat, 
Cidasthimala on LSS, P. 122, and also Sadāšiva- 
bhattiyam on LSS, p. 122. Bhattoji is also aware of 
this implication: vārttika-mate tu hakarakarayor eka- 
jāty-anākrāntatvād eva natiprasangah, SKB, p. 123. 


V. N. Misra (1966), p. 105, gives a very confusing 
account of this rule. This view is discussed in Sec. 5.9. 


commentaries on LSS, p. 129 and 130. 


atredam bodhyam/ vyaktih padartho gunah bhedakah ity 
abhimānenātra sütre'n-grahanam iti, LSS, p. 132. 


upātto'pi visesah näntariyakatväj jati~pradhanya - 
vivaksäyäm na vivaksyata ity arthah/ MPB, Vol. I, 

Sec. I, p. 60. 

atra (jāti) pakse a-i-u-ņ-sūtra -Sesokta-bhäsya -ritya 
tapara -sūtrasya jāti-grahaņa -prāpta -savarna -grahana - 
niyāmakatvavad apratyaya ity asya yoga -vibhāgena tat- 
prāpta-savarņa -grahana -nisedhakatvät tyadädinäm ah ity 
ādau vidheye na dosah/ LSS, pp. 129-30. Also: jati- 
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pakse'py anayaiva paribhäsayä savarna-grahaņam 
varaniyam, LSS, p. 125. 

86. For various interpretations of P.1.1.70, see: Sec. 
8.5-6. Also: Deshpande (1972), pp. 213, 249-51. 


87. tadvac ca tapara-karanam, Vt on the Siva-sütra 1, MB, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 71. Also: Deshpande (1972), p. 213, 
fn. 19, and p. 231. 

88. evam ca krtvā taparāh kriyante/ äkrti-grahanenäti - 


prasaktam iti krtvā/ MB, Vol, I, Sec. I, p. 71. 


89. tulya-nyāyāj jäti-grahana-prayuktätiprasanga -niväranäya 
taparatvavat vidheye tyadādīnām ah ity ādau tad-vāranāya 


p. 71, and p. 376. 


90. Deshpande (1972), p. 211, Fn. 15; and Cardona (1965a) 
p. 227. 


91. See: Sec. 8.5-6. 
92. astana à vibhaktav ity atra yatnädhikyäd dirgha -vyakti - 


samavetam sāmānyam grhyate, MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 374. Also: atra tu ākāra-grahaņe jati-nirdesad 


akāra-grahaņam prāpnoti/ tat tu na prāpnoti, prayatna- 


bhedāt/ yathā pūrva-vayā brāhmaņah pratyuttheyah 
plutasya tu prāpnoti/ tatrāpi parihārah/ plutas ca 
visaye smrtah iti/ MB-D, p. 57. 


+ * il 


93. kecit tu dirgha -sad -bheda -vrtty -àtva -jater eva atya- 


Sec. I, p. 374. 
94. Deshpande (1972), pp. 210-5, 238-42. 
95. ibid, p. 239. 
96. i ceti hrasvah supathah, SK, p. 272. 
97. See: n. 94. 


98. SK, p. 2. Traditionally, the term ūsman is applied to 
/s/, /s/, /s/ and /h/, in the Pàninian tradition. 
Sometimes Pataūjali uses this term with reference to 
aspirate stops, but in the present context, the term stands 


only for /$/, /s/, /s/ and /h/ [ yady api varga -dvitiya- 


99. 


100. 


101. 


102. 
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p. 117]. The TPr (i.9) says: pare sad üsmänah "The 
latter six sounds are ūsmans,'' and Whitney comments on 
this as follows: "Namely, the three sibilants, /$/, /s/, 
and /s/, the jihvāmūlīya,x, the upadhmānīya,$, and the 
aspiration, /h/. Ās regards the sounds to which the 
name ūsman 'flatus,' shall be given, the phonetic treatises 
are at great variance. The Vāj. Pr. (viii.22) limits the 
class to sibilants and /h/; the Āth. Pr. (see note to i.31) 
apparently adds the guttural and labial spirants and the 
more indistinct visarjaniya; the Rik Pr. (i.2), those and 
the anusvära.'' Whitney on the TPr, p. 14. 


vivrtam svarosmanam, Rktantra-vyākaraņa 3.7; tatrā- 


bhyantarah (21), samvrtatvam vivrtatvam sprstatvam 
isat-sprstatvarh ca (22), Cāndra-varņa-sūtras, Siksa- 


sūtrāņi, p. 25; (üsmanäm) karana-madhyam tu vivrtam, 


L———— — — u —— 


TPr (ii. 45); svarānusvārosmaņām asprstam sthitam, RPr, 


Trayodaša-patala 3; ūsmanām ca svarāņām ca vivrtam 


karaņam smrtam, verse 29, Die Paniniya-siksa, p. 355; 


vivrta ca svarosmaņām, Manduki-siksa, Siksa - 


samgraha, p. 469. 

Sasasahanam yathākramam ikāra-rkāra-lkārākārāh 
sutra-mate yady api tulyäsya -prayatnas tathapi na 
savarnah / nājjhalāv iti tan-nisedhat/ SKB, p. 118. 


atra hi sūtre 'ac' iti ikaro grhyamänah savarnam grhņāti 
iti Sakarasyapi grahanam asti/ svatmani kriya-virodhad 
asminn eva sūtre idam eva na vyāpriyata iti savarņatva- 


nisēdha ikära -$akärayoh nāsti ...asti ca pürvena 
savarnatvam ikära -Sakarayor iti bhävah/ MB -P, Vol. I, 
Sec. I, p. 160; also LSS, p. 122. 


This problem does not arise with other vowels like /i/ 
or /u/. The sound /a/ is an /a-N/ sound and represents 
its homogeneous sounds. The sounds /$/, /s/ and /s/ 
could be perhaps represented by /i/, /r/ and /1/, but 
cannot represent them, since they are not /a-N/ sounds. 
Bhattoji mentions various problems which this would 
create. He says: tathā ca pūrva-paksa-vārttikam - 


ajjhaloh pratisedhe šakāra-pratisedho'jjhaltvāt iti/ atra 
šakāra -grahaņam šarām upalaksaņam/ kiñ ca avarņasyā- 
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103. 


104. 


105. 


106. 


107. 


108. 


109. 


110. 


111. 


stādašadhā bhinnasya parasparam sāvarņyam na syāt/ 
tataš ca 'dandägram' ity ādau dīrgho na syāt/ tathā hi 
hakārena grahaņāt akāro hal, aksu pāthāc ca ac/ SKB, 
p. 121. 


ajjhaloh pratisedhe šakāra-pratisedho'jjhaltvāt, Vt. on 
P.1.1.10, MB, Vol. 1, Sec. I, p. 160. 


ac caiva hi $akàro hal ca/ katham tāvad actvam/ ikärah 


tatra savarna-lope dosah, Vt. on P.1.1.10, paraššatāni 
karyāņi/ jharo jhari savarne iti lopo na prāpnoti/ MB, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 160. 

siddham anactvāt, Vt. on P.1.1.10, MB, Vol. I, Sec. 
I, p. 160. 


Apparently, Patafijali himself is not quite sure of the 
interpretation of this varttika. He gives another 
alternative explanation of the sequence: siddham anactvāt, 
vākyāparisamāpter và. In this second interpretation, he 
says: siddham etat/ katham/ anctvät/ katham anactvam/ 
vākyāparisamāpter và/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 162. In 
this interpretation, both the vārttikas together form one 
solution, but as Patanjali himself notes, the word và "or" 
becomes purposeless | asmin pakse va ity etad i 
asamarthitam bhavati, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 162]. 


ı — — $ LM. 


sūtra ~pratyakhyana -sädhäranam uktam/ prayatna -bhedād 
ajjhaloh savarna-samjnäyäh prāptir eva nāstīty arthah/ 
MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 161. 


vastutas tūkta-rītyā (prayatna-bhedena) sūtram eva 
närambhaniyam ity arthah/ SKB, p. 121. 


"AP 1.31 reads ūsmaņām vivrtam ca, in which ca refers 


to isat of 1.30, hence the spirants are classed as isad- 
vivrta.' Cardona (1965a), p. 226. This interpretation 
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of the APr 1.31 clearly follows Patanjali. This, however, 
may not necessarily be the meaning of the original rule. 
See: Sec. 4.7. 

112. bhäsyakäräs tu 'näjjhalau' ity asya pratyakhyanavasare 


prayatnä iti bhäsya-rityä..., Sadäsivabhattiya on LSS, 
p. 92. bhäsyakära-mate tu prayatna-bheda eveti vaksyate/ 
SKB, p. 118. 


113. bhäsya-mate tu santu sapta-prayatnah, LSS, p. 103. 


114. svaränäm üsmanäm caiva vivrtam karanam smrtam/ 
tebhyo'pi vivrtāv ehau tābhyām aicau tathaiva ca/ iti 
Siksa-vakyat vivrtatara-vivrtatamayoh pratītyā najjhalav 
iti sütra-bhäsyäd üsmanäm Isad-yivrtatvasya ca 
pratityä..., LSS, p. 103. The verse quoted by Nägesa 
is No. 29 in the Yajus Recension of the Päniniya-Siksa 
| See: Die Pāņinīya-šiksā, p. 355]. 


115. tathä ca Siksä-vivrta-karanäh svarāh, tebhya e o 
vivrtatarau, tābhyām ai au, tābhyām apy ākārah, 
samvrto'kàrah/, KS-P and KS-N, Vol. I, p. 22. Also: 


Siksä-süträni, pp. 3-4, 12, 25. 


116. avarnasya tarhi aico$ ca savarna-samjnä prāpnoti/ [na], 
vivrtatarāvarņāv etau/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 155; 
also: santu sapta -prayatnah/ māstu ca nājjhalāv iti 
sütram/ ata eva 'tulyäsye'ti sütre bhāsye avarnasyaicām 
ca savarnyam āšankya vivrtataratvenaiva parihrtam/ 
BSS, Vol. I, p. 48. 


117. tadà (bhàsya-mate) santu sapta-prayatnāh/ evam ca 
edaitor odauto$ ca na sāvarņya-prasaktih prayatna- 
bhedād ity alam/ BSS, p. 48. Also: MB-P-U, Vol. I, 
Sec. I, p. 161. 


118. šasasahānām yathā-kramam ikāra-rkāra-lkārākārāh 
sūtrakāra -mate tulyāsya -prayatnāh/ SKB, p. 118. 


119. na ca 'nàjjhalàv' iti nirdešena bhäsyokta-prayatna - 


bhedasya sütrakäräbhipretatvam kalpyate iti vācyam/ 
BSR, p. 12. 
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120. 


121. 


nājjhalāv iti sūtreņa vivrtatva- beein: esäm savarna- 
samjūānupayuktatva -bodhanam ity äsayät/, LSS, p. 103. 
The commentary Visamapadavivrti on LSS (p. : 102) 
believes that P.1.1.10 is necessary even after accepting 
Patafijali's proposal of prayatna-bheda. It points out that 
the special variety /*1/ is isat-sprsta "with slight contact" 
like the consonant /1/, and both have the same point of 
articulation, i.e. danta "teeth." For this reason, they 
would be mutually homogeneous. To avoid this, we have 
to take recourse to P. 1.1.10. That /*1/ is isat-sprsta_ 
is quite clear; It is also clear that this special variety 
/*1/ is not homogeneous with /1/ which is vivrta "open." 
See: ''...die beiden Laute [/*r/ und /*M] ni nicht 'ac' 
heissen, wenn sie nicht ausdriicklich durch Hinzuftigung 
einer Angabe so genannt werden. Sie sind also weder 
in den SS. [Siva-sütra] aufgeführt, noch den dort 
aufgeführten Lauten /r/ und /1/ 'gleichlautig.'" Thieme 
(1935b), p. 181. The view expressed by Visamapadavivrti 
involves some element of anachronism. The sounds TESTAN 
and /*1/ are not mentioned by Panini, but are introduced 
by Kätyäyana in his vārttikas rti *r vā and ļti *] và on 
P.6.1.101 (akah savarņe dīrghah). It is quite possible 
that these sounds themselves are of a later date in 
Sanskrit usage. Again the commentatore are not sure if 
these sounds are vocalic. We could say that /*1/ 
[i.e. elle] is less vocalic than /1/ [i.e. ələ] and is more 
vocalic than /1/. 


bhäsya-mate tu santu sapta-prayatnāh/ evarh caidaitos 
ca na savarnya-prasaktih, prayatna-bhedad iti i bodhyam/ 


najjhalav iti sūtram api prayatna -bheda -präpta - savarnya - 
bhāvānuvādakam sat tasyaiva bodhakam/ ata eva bhāsye 


tan na vaktavyam iti citi noktam LSS, p. 103. Also: atra 
pakse näjjhaläv iti s sūtram pratyākhyātam iti iti bhramam 
ROTA Cidasthimālā on LSS, p. 103. Madhukar 
Phatak (1972, pp. 146-7) says ys that even Panini knew the 
ae of vivrta into isad-vivrta etc., but he did 
not accept them in the context of the notion "of homogeneity. 
Jagadisa Citräcärya [Siksa-Sastram, p. 12] ascribes a 
fivefold division of internal efforts to Pànini including 


isad-vivrta. These suggestions are groundless. 


122. 


123. 
124. 


125. 
126. 
127. 
128. 
129. 


130. 
131. 
132. 


133. 


134. 
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yadi tu sūtra-vrttyādisu Sraddha-jadyam apahaya 
prayatna -bhedàd evaitad-vyāvarttya -sāvarņyānām na 
savarnyam ity ucyate, tada santu sapta-prayatnah, 
mastu ca najjhalav iti satram/ BSS. Vol. I, p. 48. 


Kielhorn (1876b), p. 193. 


to this passage in the Apigali-giksd, and says that 
Patafijali probably quotes from this Šiksā. In support of 
his view, he guotes a passage from Vrsabhadeva's 
commentary on the vse, which ascribes the 
above passage in Patafijali to a Siksākāra. B. A. van 
Nooten (1973, p. 409) thinks that Pataūjali ģuotes from 
the Āpišališiksā, rather than the Siksä quoting Pataūjali. 
However, I think that the Āpišališiksā in its present 
form is post-Patafijali. If he knew this text as we know 
it, he would have directly quoted this Siksà to show that 


— ——— 


Baroda, "The Date of the Apisali-siksa~sutras."' 
Thieme (1935a), p. 87, Fn. 2. 

APr, p. 360. Also see: n. 111. 

Die Päniniya $iksā, pp. 355-6. 

Ibid, p. 355. 


Isad-vivrta-karanä üsmänah/ Siksä-sütrani, p. 3. 
R. Pandeya (1965), p. 202. 


nusvāraš ca. pu 
ūsmāņo'rdha-spršah/ Yājūavalkya-$iksā, Siksä-samgraha, 
p. 32. 

ardha-sprstāš ca vijneya ūsmāņo varna -vedibhih/, 
Varņa-ratna-pradīpikā-šiksā, Šiksā-samgraha, p. 120. 
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135. 
136. 
137. 
138. 
139. 


140. 
141. 


142. 


143. 


144. 


145. 


146. 


S. C. Vasu (1891), Vol. I, pp. 62-3. 
Ibid. 

Ibid., p. 13. 

See: Sec. 7.2.2. 


S. D. Joshi (1969), p. 23. His footnote 127 on p. 23 
says: "The principle of grahaņa means that all vowels 
included in the pratyāhāra /aN/ stand for themselves 
and their corresponding homo-organic varieties also." 
This needs to be enlarged, since semi-vowels also 
represent their homogeneous varieties by P.1.1.69. 
Similarly, P.1.1.69 also says that sounds marked 
with /U/ stand for their homogeneous sounds. 


Ibid., fn. 128. 


Ibid., fn. 130. On the maxim grahanan-grahane grahanā- 
bhāvah, which is quoted by Kaiyata, S. D. Joshi says: 
"The quotation is probably from the lost part of 
Bhartrhari's Mahäbhäsya -dipikä.' It is actually found 

in MB-D, p. 174 (Swaminathan's edn.). Also see n. 161. 


evam ca hal iti sütre lakārasya it-samjnayam satyam 
'ādir antyena saheta' iti hal-samjūā-siddhau 'hal antyam' 
iti sutra -pravrttih; 'hal antyam' iti sutrena hal-sutre 
lakarasya it-samjūāyām 'ādir antyena sahetā' iti hal- 
samjūā-siddhih/ ity evar ‘hal antyam,' 'ádir antyena' 
ity anayoh paraspara-sapeksatvena anyonyä$rayatväd 
abodhah/ Bālamanoramā on SK (M), Vol. I, p. 5. 


Vol. I, Sec. II, p. 130. 


hasya 1 hal/ hal ity ekah sasthī-tatpurusah/ dvitiyah 
pratyāhārah/ MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. II, p. 130. 


173 


147. hal antyam/ hal iti sūtre'ntyam it syāt/ ādir antyena 


148, 


149. 


150. 


ah antyenetä sahita ādir madhyagānām svasya ca 
sathjna syät/ / iti hal-samjna ām/ hal-antyam/ 
upadeše'ntyam hal it syāt/, SK, p. 1. 
yathā ac ca gheh ity ādau guņa-daršanena ghi-šabdasyāpi 
ghi -samjfià -bodhyatvam/ LSR, p. 21. 


nany evam 'tulyäsya-prayatnam savarnam,' 'näjjhaläv' 
ity adāv 'akah savarne dirghah' iti dirgho'pi na 


pravarttamänasya dirgha-sastrasya dandadhakadav iva 
ihāpy apratibaddha -pravrttikatvat, uddesyatävacchedaka - 
rüpäkräntatvävisesät/ ...anyathä vyākaraņa-šāstra- 
parišilana-vikalānām kväpi śābda -bodho na syāt/ tathä 


vākyārthāvagatau atmasrayanyonyaSraya-cakrakanam 
durväratvät iti dik/ SKB, p. 122. 


yat tu varņopadeša -kale'jadi-sarhjnanam anispadat - 
sandhir neti/ tan na/ varnopadesa it-sarhjhayam ac- 
pratyähäre ca jūāte, 'upendra' ity adau tatastha 


ivoddesyatävacchedakävacchinne varņopadešādāv api 
pravrtter āpādayitum Sakyatvat/ vākyāparisamāpti - 
nyäyasya tu näyam visayah/ vākyārthāpratibandhakatvāt/ 
„..ata eva 'sarūpānām,' 'najjhalav' ity ādāv ekašesa- 
dīrghādi siddhyati/ spastā ceyam ritir 'bhute' iti sūtre 
trtiye bhāsya kaiyatayoh/ tatra hi 'bhüte ity adhikārā- 
$rayà nisthā, bhüta-kriyä-visaya -nisthā -vidhänäsrayo 
bhūtādhikāra' ity anyonyāšrayam āšahkya, 'bhüta-$abdo 
hi nityah, šāstram cānvākhyāna-mātram' ity äSritya 
samähitam/ BSS, Vol. I, pp. 3-4. Patafijali discusses 
this question in detail. The affixes Kta and KtavatU, 
called nisthā, are prescribed under the section bhūte 
"to signify past tense" [P.3.2.84]. Now the word bhuta 
itself is derived by applying the affix Kta to the root bhu. 
This involves an apparent interdependence. Unless we 
derive the word bhūta, there cannot be a prescription of 
the affix Kta, and unless this affix is prescribed, we 
cannot have the word bhuta. This is solved by saying 
that the word bhūta is actually nitya "eternal, existing 
in the usage,'' and the science of grammar only explains 
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151. 
152. 


153. 


154. 


155. 


156. 


157. 


158. 


the existing words. Also see: MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. 
I, p. 63. 


Misra (1966), p. 105. 


väkyäparisamäpter và, Varttika 4 on P.1.1.10, MB, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 161. 


varnänäm upadešas tāvat/ upadešottara -kälet-samjnä/ 
it-samjfottara-käla 'ádir antyena sahetā' iti pratyähärah/ 
pratyähärottara kälä savarna-samjnä/ savarna- 
samjfiottara -kālam 'anudit savarnasya capratyaya' iti 
savarna -grahaņam/ etena sarvena samuditena vākyena 
anyatra savarņānām grahaņam bhavati/ MB, Vol. I, 

Sec. I, p. 161. 


anumänarh dvividharh svartham parārtham ca/ ...yat tu 
svayam dhūmād agnim anumāya para-pratipatty-artham 
paūcāvayavam vākyam prayunkte, tat pararthanumanam/ 
yathā parvato vahnimān dhūmavattvāt/ yo yo dhūmavān 
sa vahnimān yathā mahänasah/ tathä cāyam/ tasmāt 
tathā iti/ TS, p. 37. 


tatah 'ādir antyena sahetā' iti pratyähära -siddhih/ tato 
'nājjhalāv' ity etad-väkyärtha-bodhah/ tato'pavāda - 

visaya-parihärena savarņa-samjūā-nišcaye sati 
grahanaka -$àstra -pravrttih/ na tv etat-sūtra-nispatti - 


samaye/ SKB, p. 121. 
nisedha RE vinà notsargasya vākyārtho laksye 


prayrttis ca/ 'küiti ce’ ti sütre nisedha -sūtrāņām 
paribhasatvangikarenaikavakyataya eva yuktatvat/ 
najjhalàv iti sūtrāt purvam ikaradisu samjā-pravrtti- 
samaye ajjhalor api pravrttatvena bhuktavantam prati 
mā bhunkthāh iti vākyasyeva nisedha -väkyasya 
vaiyarthyāpatteh/ BSS. Vol. I, p. 68. 


tathā caitat-paryalocanottaram savarna -padärtha -jfiane 
jāte'ņudit ity asya vākyārtha -bodhah/ vākyārtha -bodhe 
padartha -jfianasya kāraņatvāt/ ...Vükyasya 
aparisamäptatvam ca savarna-pada-väcya-nirnayam vinä 
savarna-grahana-bodhanäsämarthyam iti bodhyam/ BSS, 
Vol. I, p. 68. 

itah pürvam grahanaka -Sästram eva na nispannam iti 


katham na paryälocayeh/ SKB, p. 122; also: PM, p. 53. 


159. 


160. 
161. 


163. 


164. 


165. 
166. 


167. 


166. 


169. 


a-i-u-n, näjjhaläv ity ādau dirghadinam na grahanam, 
tat-pranayana -kale tad-arthasyaiva ajūānena hrasvā- 


bhiprāyeņaiva prayuktatvāt/ BSR, p. 13. 
Thieme (1935b), p. 206. 


.__ 020 ee: ee 


Sec. I, p. 118. 
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abhedakā guna ity eva nyāyyam/ kuta etat/ yad ayam asthi- 


dadhi -sakthy -aksnam anan udätta ity udātta-grahaņam 
MEL 


asandehārthas tarhi takārah/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 114. 


an savarnasyeti svarānunāsikya-kāla-bhedāt, Vārttika 
1 on P.1.1.69, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 


taduktam värttika-kärena -àkaradinàm tapara-karanam 
savarnàrtham, bhedakatvāt svarasya iti / an savarnasyeti 


svarānunāsikya -kàla -bhedad iti uktavato bhedakatvam 
evabliprekain/ sūtrakārasya ca savarne'n-grahanät... 


atredam bodhyam/ vyaktih padārtho gunah bhedakā ity 
abhimānenātra sütre'n-grahanam iti/ LSS, p. 132. 


aņudit-sūtre'ņ-grahaņād anityeyam iti dhyeyam/ 
Paribhāsā-vrtti by Nilakantha Diksita, PBS, p. 312. 
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170. abhedakā udattadaya iti siddhäntasya ca te savarņa- 
sarnjna -bhedakatvena na vivaksita ity arthah/ BSS, 
Vol. I, p. 47. 


171. See: n. 19. 


172. tatrānuvrtti-nirdeše savarnagrahanam anantvat, Varttika, 
MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 66. 


173. ekatvad akārasya siddham, Vārttika, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 


p. 66. 
174. akrti-grahanat siddham, Varttika, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 70. 


175. rūpa-sāmānyād va, Varttika, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 71. 


176. nanu ca savarņa-grahaņenātiprasaktam iti krtvā taparah 
kriyeran/ ...pratyakhyayate tat- 'savarne'n-grahanam 
aparibhäsyam, äkrti-grahanät' iti/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 71. 


177. eko'yam akāro ya$ cāksara-samāmnāye, ya$ cānuvrttau, 
yas ca dhātv-ādi-sthah/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 66. 


178. ekaivākāra-vyaktir udättädi-pratibhäsas tu vyafijaka - 
dhvani-krtah/ MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 66. 


179. yadi punar ime varnāh-ādityavat syuh, Vt. --tad 
yathadityah anekädhikaranastho yugapad deša -prthaktvesu 
upalabhyate/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 66. punar apy 
ekatva -nityatve sadhayati/ MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. I, 


p. 70. Compare: adityavad yaugapadyam, MS 1.1.15, 


and yat tv eka-dešasya sato nānā-dešesu yugapad daršanam 
anupapannam iti/ àdityam pasya devänäm-priya/ ekah 
sann aneka -desávasthita iva laksyate/ Sabara on MS, 


Vol. I, Pt. I, p. 80. Also: Biardeau (1964), p. 178 ff. 


180. Visvesvarasüri clearly says: tasmad astādašaivākāra - 
vyaktayo nityah, VSSN, p. 83. He has a detailed 
discussion of the Nyäya and Mimämsä views on this point 


[ibid. pp. 77 ff.]. 


181. kāryatve nityatāyām va kecid ekatva -vādinah/ kāryatve 
nityatāyām vā kecin nānātva -vādinah// VP, 1.70, P. 7. 
The commentary Ratnaprakāša on the MB says that those 
who consider that there is only one sound individual must 


182. 


183. 


184. 


185. 


186. 


accept sounds to be eternal, and those who consider that 
there are many sound individuals must accept that 
sounds are non-eternal. Those who accept that there 
are many sound individuals and yet accept that sounds 
are eternal have not properly understood the meaning of 
the Bhāsya. [eka-vyakti-vādinām mate hi varnānām 


nityatāvaš$yābhyupeyā/ aneka-vyakti -vädi-mate tv 
anityataiveti/ ...evarh cāneka -vyaktikatva -pakse'pi 


Ratnaprakāša, MPV, p. 132.| 


vyakti -pakse grahanaka-sästrärambhät/ MB-P, Vol. I, 
Sec. I, p. 63; also: vyaktih padärtho guna bhedakah ity 
abhimänenätra sūtre'ņ-grahanam/ LSS, p. 132. 


eka avarna-vyaktir iti pakse tu yady api siddhyati/ 
MB-P-U, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 373. 


ānya-bhāvyam tu kāla-šabda-vyavāyāt and yugapac ca 
deša-prthaktva -daršanāt, Vārttikas, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 69. 


ānya-bhāvyam tv akärasya kāla-šabda-vyavāyāt/... 
kāla-vyavāyāt-daņda agram/ šabda-v avāyāt-daņdah/ na 
caikasyātmano vyavāyena bhavitavyam/ bhavati cet, 
bhavaty ānya-bhāvyam akārasya/ ...yugapac ca deša- 
prthaktva-daršānān manyāmahe-ānya -bhāvyam akärasyeti/ 
yad ayam yugapac ca deša-prthaktvesūpalabhyate/ a$vah, 
arkah, arthah iti/ na hy eko devadatto yugapat srughne 

ca bhavati madhuräyäm ca/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 68. 


tad yathā tan eva šātakān ācchādayāmah, ye 
mathurāyām, tàn eva sälin bhufjmahe, ye magadhesu 

tad evedam bhavatah kārsāpaņam yan mathurāyām 
grhitam, anyasmims cānyasmimš ca rūpa-sāmānyāt 

tad evedam iti bhavati/ evam ihäpi rūpa-sāmānyāt 
siddham/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 71. Referring to this 
passage, the commentary Ratnaprakāša says that. 
similarity (sādršya) in this context has to be accepted in 

a specific sense: there should be difference of two 
individuals with identity of all properties. [tatra sādršyam 
sarva-dharma -sämye sati vyakti -bheda -prayuktam 
grāhyam, Ratnaprakāša, MPV, p. 121.] 
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187. rūpa-sāmānyād vā/ katham ayam parihärah/ tatra kecid 
varnayanti/ yady apy ākrtir naiva syād evam api na dosah/ 
yathā kārsāpanādisv asatyām jatau bhavatas tāvan 
mathuräyäm kārsāpaņam asty atha cartha-vastv eva/ 
MB-D, p. 58. 

188. siddham tv avasthità varņā vaktu$ cirācira-vacanād 


189. See: n. 166, 
190. See: n. 188. 


191. hrasva-dirgha -plutäs tu svata eva bhinnā bhinnair 
dhvanibhir abhivyajyanta iti tesām kāla-bhedah/ MB-P, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 378. Nāgeša totally reinterprets 
Kaiyata: kaiyate hrasva-dirgha -plutäs tu svata eva 
bhinnà ity asya vyaūījaka -bhedenàropita -bhedà eva 
bhinnair dhvanibhir vyajyanta ity arthab/ MB-P-U, Vol., 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 379. This is not true to Kaiyata's 
intention. 


192. varnàntaratvam evāhuh kecid dīrgha-plutādisu, Kumārila's 
Sloka -varttika, Sphota-vada section, verse 45. 


193. svabhāva-bhedān nityatve hrasva -dirgha -plutādisu/ 


VP, I. 76-77. See: "Whereas length in terms of the 
time required for utterance (duration or quantity) is a 
phonological parameter according to some modern 
linguists, the parameter of temporal length is not 
applied by the Pàninians in determining the varnas. In 
other words, the former may hold that the difference 
between /u/, /ü/ and /ū/ ...is phonemic in Sanskrit, 
for a variation in meaning results when one is substituted 
for the other in some minimal pairs; for example, pura. 
'city' and pūra 'flood.' But a Paninian does not hold 
that /u/, /ü/ and /ü/ are three distinct varņas of the 
Sanskrit language; he reduces all these forms to a sort 
of common -factor form in his list of the varnas and sees 
two different realizations of one-varna in pura and pūra. 
Thus, he attributes the difference in temporal length to 


194. 
195. 
196. 
197. 
198. 
199. 
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the sound -substance rather than to the entity which the 
sound-substance manifests." Aklujkar (1970), p. 10. 
This needs to be modified slightly. Panini and Kātyāyana 
considered length etc. to be distinctive features | see: 
Sec. 6.5-8 and Sec. 6.12 above]. The Päniniya-siksä 


[verse 3] says: trigasti$ catuhsastir va varņāš šambhu - 
mate matah "In thē view of "Šiva, there are sixty-three 

or sixty-four varnas 'sounds.''' Here, we have to count 
short and long vowels as separate varnas. Even in the 
Prätisäkhyas, we find short and long vowels listed 
separately. At the same time, there exists a higher - 
level notion of varna ''sound-class,'' which is seen in 

the affixation of -varna to short vowels to include long 
varieties. However, this class-notion is not contradictory 
to short and long vowels being phonemically distinct. The 
higher notion of varna, or the notions of savarna-grahana 
or Kātyāyana's varņākrti are all supra-phonemic notions. 
They are rather convenient ways of grouping sounds 
which are phonemically distinct from each other. These 
notions are in the background of Bhartrhari's notion of 
sphota, which also stands on a supra-phonemic level. 
Bhartrhari himself considered features of length etc. to 
be phonemically distinctive, though they were not 
distinctive at the supra-phonemic level of sphota_ 

[see: Sec. 6.13]. 


Deshpande (1972), pp. 226-7. 


Ibid., p. 233. 

Ibid., p. 239. 
Thieme (1958), p. 33. 
Ibid. 


SKB, p p. 133. " Vi$veávarasüri N P. TĀ refers to 
a a difierence of opinion between Kaiyata and Bhattoji 
Dīksita. Kaiyata says that P.1.1.10 is needed to avoid 
undesired homogeneity between /a/ and /h/, and /i/ and 
/$/. Bhattoji adds to this /r/ and /s/, and /1/ and /s/. 
These two cases are not mentioned by Kaiyata. 
Visvesvarasüri says the Kaiyata accepted the RPr view 
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200. 


201. 


202. 


203. 


204. 


205. 


that /r/ and /1/ are both jihvāmūlīya "produced at the 
root of the tongue,'' and hence they cannot be homogeneous 
with /s/ and /s/, which are cerebral and dental 
respectively. Višvešvarasūri believes that the same 

view was shared by Panini and Kātyāyana. He also points 
out [VSSN, p. 244] that if P.1.1.69 were to apply to 
P.1.1.10, different varieties of /a/ will not be homo- 
geneous with each other. 


evam ikāro'py atrekarena na grhyata iti ikāra- 
$akärayoh savarnatvam asti/ MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 161. 

yad etad 'akah savarne dirgha' iti pratyāhāra-grahaņam, 
tatrekāra ikāram grhnati, šakāram na Thoi MB, ` 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 161. 


— 


Wannen) pte e dini BT an 


sāvarnyam, iti kumāri Sete iti savarnya-karyam 
ekādešah prāpnoti/ aj-adhikārān nivartate/ MB-D, 
p. 153. 


MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 161; KS, Vol. Iv, p. 571; 


SKB, p. 123; Rūpāvatāra, Pt. I, p. 11; Prakriyā- 
Kaumudi, Pt. I, pp. 67-8; SK, p. 7. 

yada tūsmanām isad-vivrtatvam āšritya 'nājjhalāv' iti 
sütram pratyākhyāyate, tadeha 'aci' iti nänuvartaniyam/ 
PM, p. 173. Also: BSS, Vol. I, p. 205. 


katham punar idam pratyudāharaņam upapadyate, yāvatā 
grhyata iti/ asti hy ākārasya hakāreņa saha savarņatvam, 
tulya-sthäna -prayatnatvät/ sthānam asti hy anayos 
tulyam iti 'akuhavisarjaniyah kanthyah' te prayatno'pi 
tulyah-'vivrtam karanam ūsmaņām svarāņām ca! iti/ 
tasmat saty apinkor iti prapnoty eva mürdhanyah, 
'nājjhalāv' iti savarna-samjūā-|a] -pratisedhäd iti cet, 
naisa dosah/ yad ayar 'vayasyāsu mürdhno matup' ity 
atrākārād uttarasya sakarasya mürdhanyam akrtvā 
nirdešam karoti, tato'vasiyate hakāro grhyamāņo nakararh 
grāhayati; anyathà 'vayasyasu' iti nirdešam na kuryāt/ 
KS-N, Vol. 6, p. 544. 
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206. yathā...ikāra-šakārayoh sāvarņyam apratisiddham, 
tathā ākāra-hakārayor api/ tatah kim? hakärenäkärasya 
grahanat satva-prasangah? naisa dosah, hakäro vivrtah, 


ākāro vivrtatarah/ ...evar ca krtvā 'istakasu,' 
'vayasyāsu' ity ädayo nirdesa upapadyante / KS-P, Vol. 6, 
p. 544, 


207. evam sthite 'mālāsu' ity ädau satvarh na syāt/ 

hakarenakara-grahane sati 'gaurīsu' ity ādivat inah 

aratvänapäyät/ kiñ ca 'vi$vapabhih' ity atra 'ho dhah' iti 
dhatvam syāt/ 'vāg āšīh' ity atra 'jhayo ho'nyatarasyám' 
iti ākārasya ghakarah syāt/ 'gasidhvam' ity atra 'inah 
sidhvam' iti mürdhanyädesah syāt/ 'dāsīsta' ity ādau 
'dāder dhator ghah’ iti ghatvam syät/ ‘rama āyāti' ity 
ādau "hasi ca! ity utvam syat/ 'devà āyānti' ity ādau 
'hali sarvesam' iti nityo yalopah syat/ 'cākhāyitā' ity 
ādau 'yasya halah' iti yalopah syät/ 'Syenayita' ity adau 
'kyasya vibhasa' iti lopas syāt/ 'niccayya' ity atra ‘halo 
yamām yami lopah' iti yalopas ca syat iti bahüpaplava- 
prasahgah/ SKB, p. 123. 

208. yiya3so ity ddau 'guror anrtah' iti plutäd akarat parasya 
sanah satvam/ SKB, pp. 123-4. Also: PM, p. 53. 

209. atrocyate-ākāro na hakārasya savarnah 'tato'py ākārah' 
ity a-i-u-n-sütrodährta -$iksä-rityä bhinna -prayatnatvāt/ 
'savarne'n-grahanam aparibhäsyam ākrti-grahaņāt' iti 
varttika-mate tu hakäräkärayor eka-jāty-anākrāntatvād 


'guror anrtah' iti plutad ākārāt parasya sanah satvam 
nety avadheyam/ bhäsya-mate tüsmanäm isad -vivrtata - 
bhyupagamena sāvarnya-prasaktir eva nāstīti sūtra- 
pratyākhyānāt sakalam anāvilam/ SKB, pp. 123-4; 

also PM, p. 153. 


210. äkära-praslese lingam tu 'kāla-samaya-velāsu tumun' 
ity ādi-nirdešāh/ SKB, pp. 123-4; also PM, p. 52. 
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211. 


This device of inserting a sound in the rule to yield a 

new interpretation is not unfamiliar in the Paninian 
tradition. Kielhorn comments: "A long or even a short 
vowel often results from the coalition of two or more 
vowels. How this simple fact may be turned to account 

in grammatical discussions, may be seen from the 
following examples. In Vol. I. p. 501, Katyayana states 
that the single vowel /ä/ (dä), which by P.II. 4.85 

is substituted in the Periphrastic Future for the ordinary 
personal terminations ti and ta, takes place of the 

whole original termination (and not merely, according 

to P.1.1.52, of their final letters), because /ä/ may be 
regarded as a combination of the two vowels /à/ -/à/; 

and that for this reason Panini is justified in not attaching 
the Anubandha /$/ to the substitute dā (compare P.1.1.55). 
According to Patafijali, Panini might similarly have 
omitted the Anubandha /š/ of the term aš in P.II. 4. 32 
(Vol. I, p. 481), and of the term as in P. VII. 1. 27 

(Vol. I, p. 251), because even (short) /a/ may be 
regarded as a combination of /a/-/a/. According to 
Patafijali, again, loka- in P.1I. 3. 69 may be regarded as 
the result of the combination /la/-/u/-/uka/-, and no 
additional rule is required to teach that words like 
cikirsu, which are formed with /u/, are not construed 
with the genitive case (Vol. I, p. 469)." Kielhorn 

(1887), p. 248. Kielhorn also rightly expresses his 
doubts about the validity of such interpretations | Kielhorn 
(1887), p. 245]. 


ukta-nirdešād eva sāvarņyābhāvasya kalpane tu ānumānika- 
vacana -kalpanāpātah/ pada-vibhāga-mātra -tātparya - 
kalpane etuna kiūcid gauravam/ BSR, p. 52. Also: 

LSR, pp. . 52-3. Nārāyaņabhatta in Lin his Prakriyà-sarvasva 
accepts that Pāņini's usages are sufficient to avoid 
homogeneity of /ā/ and /h/, and there is no need to 
= P.1.1.10. [najjhalau ity atra AE halok 


ēna” OAA 'ramāsu' ity ādau satvam prāptam 
'yayasyäsu mürdhno matup' iti nirdešān na s na syat 
Prakriyā-sarvasva, Pt. IV, p. 150: also: S. Venkata 
Subromonia (1972), p. 102. ] This is similar to 


Jinendrabuddhi's view. See:n. 205. 


212. 


213. 
214, 


215, 


216. 
217. 
218. 
219. 
220. 


221. 


222. 
223. 
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rephosmanäm savarna na santi/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 88. Limaye (1974, p. 46) considers this to bea 
quotation from the Āpišali-šiksā. He considers several 
lines from the MB as being quotations from this text 
[ ibid., pp. 56-8]. 


ng an p. 100. 


KS, Vol. L - 


„.the compilers of the Kāšikā have diligently used that 
grammar (i.e. Cāndra-vyākaraņa), although they never 
mention it," Kielhorn, ‘The Chandra-Vyäkarana and 
the Kasika -vritti, " The Indian Antiquary, June, 1886, 

p. 184. 


Quoted in Kielhorn (1891), p. 107. 
S. C. Vasu (1891), Vol. I, p. 13. 
Renou (1966), Vol. I, p. 5. 
Bohtlingk (1887), p 


On the history of the interpretation of halantyam (P.1.3.3), 
see: Thieme (1957a), pp. 51-3. 


[A]: P.1.2.45 (arthavad adhatur apratyayah pratipadikam), 


P.8.3.41 (idudupadhasya cäpratyayasya). 
[B]: 1) apratyaya iti cet tib-ekädese, Vt. 13 on 


I ILLI ILL —— 


P.1.2.45. 


2) cino luki ta-grahaņānarthakyam samghātasyā- 
pratyayatvät, Vt. 1 on P. 6. 4. 104. 


3) mal pratyaya- -grahanam apratyaya -sarhjfia - 
pratisedhartham, Vt. 1 on P.1.1.61. 


4) vathāgrhītasyādeša -v -vacanād apratyayasthe 
siddham, Vt. 4on P.6.1.13. 


5) mamaka mamaka -narakayor upasamkhyänam 
apratyayasthatvät, Vt. 4 on P. 7. 3. 44. 
Deshpande (1972), 1p. 237-8 and 242-3. 
KS, Vol. 1, p. 244. As an example, KS cites the 


affixes Auf’ and /a/ taught by P.3.2.168 and P.3.3.102. 
But in other places, it again seems to accept the 
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224. 
225. 
226. 


227. 
228. 
229. 


230. 
231. 


232. 


Maxim [1], see: KS, Vol. 5, p. 631. 
Renou (1966), Vol. I, p. 21. 
Deshpande 91972), pp. 224-5 and 242-3. 


Pāņini's rules do not allow a substitute sound to be 

given with both the markers, i.e. /$/ and /T/. The 
marker /$/ with a substitute shows that the unit with 

/$/ replaces the whole substituendum and not just the 
final sound [i.e. P.1.1.55 (anekäl-sit sarvasya) | . 

This obviously means that with reference to substitutes 
marked with /$/, the rule P.1.1.50 (sthàne'ntaratamah) 
does not apply and the substitute as given will be effected. 
Therefore, Patafijali's argument concerning P.2.3.3 
(idama i$) is a weak argument. 


Deshpande (1972), pp. 237-8, 242-4. 
Ibid., pp. 208-210. 


1) P.8.4.66 (ur at), all /r/» short /a/. 

2) P. 7.4.95 (at smr-dr...), /T/ (in dī) » short /a/. 
3) P.1.2.17 (sthā-ghvor ic ca), /ā/ > short /i/. 

4) P.6.4.34 (šāsa id ah-haloh), /ā/ > short /i/. 

5) P.1.2.50 (id gonyah), /1/ > short /i/. 

6) P.6.4.114 (id daridrasya), /ā/> short /i/. 

7) P.7.1.100 (fta id dhátob), /T/ >short /i/. 

8) P. 7.4. 40 (dyati-syati-mä-sthäm it ti kiti), 


ā/> short /i/. 
9) P. 7.4.7 (ur rt), all /r/ > short /r/. 


Deshpande (1972), pp. 236-7. 


astafi~janadi -pathi -mathy -átvesv āntaratamyād 
anunäsika-prasangah, Vt. 1 on P. 7.2.84. 

Kaiyata has the following comment on this vārttika: 
anantvad eva bhavyamano'n savarnan na grhņātīti 
parihāro noktah, MB-P, Vol. HI, p. 158. "[Kātyāyana 
does accept the Maxim (1), butļ the solution that an 
introduced /a-Ņ/ sound does not represent its homo- 
geneous sounds is not offered, simply because | the 
substitute /ā/ is] a non-/a-N/ sound." Kaiyata's 
assumption has no base. 


234. 


235. 
236. 


237. 
238. 
239. 
240. 
241. 


242. 
243. 


244. 


245. 


185 


Patafjali on P.6.1.185 says: '"The procedure of the 
teacher indicates that an introduced /u/ does represent 
its homogeneous sounds, since Pāņini attaches /T/ to 
/u/ in P. 6.1.131 (diva ut)." | àcárya-pravrttir jhäpayati 
bhavaty ukārena bhāvyamānena savarnanam grahanam 
iti yad ayam diva ut iti ukāram taparam karoti/ MB, 


Vol. II, p. 801.] Nāgeša [MB-P-U, Vol. IT, p. 801] 


offers P.6.1.111 (rta ut) as an indication for the same 
maxim. 


Deshpande (1972), pp. 237-8, 242-3. 


For instance, if the Maxim [2] is accepted, it will 

also apply to /u/ affixes which are introduced, and then 
they would also represent their homogeneous varieties. 
Thus, it would be necessary to make a separate statement 
to exclude them. 


Paribhāsā-sūcana, PBS, p. 15. 

Ibid., p. 16. 

PBS, Intr. pp. 12-3. 

dravyābhidhānam vyadih, Vt. on P.2.1.1. 


See: Sec. 8.8 and n. 132. For more arguments, see: 
Deshpande (1972), p. 226, Fn. 37. 


S. D. Joshi (1969), Intr. p. 10. 


Paribhāsā-sūcana, PBS, p. 25. K. V. Abhyankar, the 
editor, quotes another reading in the footnotes: anudit 


supported by the auto-commentary | see: n. 244] , and 
also its sense makes it redundent. 


savarna-mätram/ katham jūāyate/ yad ayarı 'na vibhaktau 
tusmāh' (P.1.3. 4) ity atra tu-grahanäd eva siddhe 
sakarasya grahaņam karoti/ kim etasyā jūāpane 
prayojanam/ 'coh kuh' (P.8.2.30) ity atra cu-grahaņena 
Sakärasyägrahanät kutvam na bhavati, tena vid iti 
siddham bhavati/ Ibid. , p. 26. 


The rule APr I. 33 is given by Whitney as eke sprstam 
and interpreted to mean that, according to some, vowels 


udit varno grhyamāņah sva-vargam eva grhnàti na 
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246. 
247. 


248. 


249. 


250. 


are with contact. In that case, the spirants may as well 
be with contact. However, the true reading of this rule 
is eke asprstam "According to some, the vowels are 
without contact." [For details, see: Madhav Deshpande, 


the Journal of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. | The TPr, 
in a way, classifies stops, semi-vowels and spirants 
together as involving sparšana (ii.33) "contact," as 
opposed to vowels which have upasamhära (ii. 31) 
"approximation." But later we find in TPr (ii. 45) that 
the middle of the articulator is vivrta "open" in the case 
of spirants. This distinguishes spirants from other 


consonants. 
Brhat-paribhasa-vrtti, PBS, p. 179. 
udid varnah 'aņudit savarnasya' (P.1.1. 69) iti sthana- 


iti sūtreņa sthāna-prayatnābhyām visistam eva savarņam 
grhņāti, na tu sthānaika-tulyam savarņa-mātram/ ‘na 
vibhaktau' (P.1.3.4) ity atra vargat prthak sakara- 
grahanäl lingät/ 'tulyāsya-prayatnam' (P.1.1.9) iti 
sthana -prayatna -vi$istasyaiva savarna -samjfhiäbhidhänäd 
vä/ tena ‘coh kuh’ (P. 8.2.30) ity adau na hakärädi - 
vidhih/ Paribhäsä-bhäskara by Haribhäskara Agnihotrin, 
PBS, p. 329. 


udit savarnam grhņāti (131)/ na savarņa-mātram/ 
sthana -mätra -tulyam savarnam grhņātīty arthah/ 
visistasyaiva savarņa-samjūā -vidhānād bhäsye'darsanäc 
ceyam praksiptā/ ...atha praksiptā nirmüläs ca 

radas aa Baribišgā -vriti of Nilakantha Diksita, 
PBS, p. 315. 


Burneli (1875), p. 47, extensively quotes from Martin 
Haug. Also: Kielhorn (1876b), p. 142. 


251. 
252. 
253. 


254, 


255. 


256. 


257. 
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Burnell (1875), pp. 47, 50. 
Kielhorn (1876b), pp. 142-4. 


Ibid. Franz Kielhorn in his "Indragomin and other 
Grammarians" [Indian Antiquary, Vol. 15, June 1886, 
pp. 181-3] discusses Burnell's views on the Aindra 
School of Grammar. He says: "I have indeed been long 
aware of the fact that a grammar composed by Indra must 
have existed, because I knew that that grammar had been 
used by Hemachandra. But as the fuller name of the 
author of that work is Indragomin, just as Chandra's 
fuller name is Chandragomin, I feel no inclination to 
make it older than Pànini." (p. 181) "I would urge my 
fellow students to cease speaking of an Aindra grammar, 
or of the Aindra School of grammarians, terms for 
which, so far as I know, there is no justification, and 
which are only apt to mislead." (p. 183) Despite 
Kielhorn's warning, there are enough references to the 
Aindra grammar that existed before Panini to justify 
acceptance of such a possibility. It is also possible 

that Indragomin's grammar was different from this 
ancient Aindra grammar, just as the pre-Paninian 
Sakatayana is different from the post-Pāņinian Jain 
Säkatäyana. 


"That this science is warranted as much by general 
reasons as by the explicit reference made to it in the 
TU 1.2 mustnotbe confounded with the well known 
treatises going by the name of Siksä need hardly be 
repeated. They are all ofthem, young elaborations of 
the definitions laid down in the Prātišākhyas. " Thieme 
(1935a), pp. 85-6. [The abbreviation TU stands for 


Taittiriya -Upanisad. | 

Cardona (1965a) presents a brief discussion of the 

notion of savarna in the Prātišākhyas. 

hrasvādeše hrasva-dirghau savarnau, RPr, 1st Patala, 
verse 13, p. 7. 

The sound /1/ would be excluded because there is no long 


/Ī/. Though the RPr does not say it explicitly, this can 
be inferred. The sound /l/ occurs only in the forms of 
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258. 
259. 


260. 


261. 


the root kļp, where also itis considered as a 
transformation of /r/ |madhye sa tasyaiva lakāra-bhāve 
dhātau svarah kalpayatāv rkārah, RPr, 13th Patala, 

verse 14, p. 56]. It never occurs 5 either at the beginning 
or at the end of a word | padady -antayor na lkārah 
svaresu, RPr, Upodghāta, verse 9, p. 3]. Thus, there 
is no is no chance c of obtaining long /V/. 


pafica te pafica vargah, RPr, ist Patala, verse 2, p. 5. 


savarna-purvasya para-dhruvasya..., RPr, 6th Patala, 
verse 12, p. 31. 


samanaksare sasthane dirgham ekam ubhe svaram, RPr, 
2nd Patala, verse 6, p. 9. 


—-—— Cr? 


Patala, verse 3, p. 55. eth see: "The Rk. Prat. also 
fails t to note any difference of ģuality between the 1 long 
and short values of this vowel (i.e. /a/). Butitis very 
doubtful whether we are to regard the silence of these 
two treatises upon the point in question as any evidence 
that they are of notably earlier date than the others, as 
Weber seems inclined to do: their peculiarity is much 
more likely to be due to a local or a scholastic difference 
of pronounciation, or they may have simply disregarded 
as of little account, the discordance of quality between 
/a/ and /a/." Whitney on APr, p. 32. Max Walleser 
(1927) has considered these > alternatives and he concludes 
as follows: 'Mir scheint nun nur die an zweiter Stelle 
gegebene Erklärung angängig zu sein, nämlich die 
Annahme, dass der Unterschied in der Aussprache schon 
in der ältesten Zeit bestanden habe, aber erst nach der 
Zeit der Rk. und Taitt. Pr. bemerkt worden ist, und 
Zwar aus vier Gründen: ...," p. 195. I tend to agree 
with his general conclusion [see my "Phonetics of Short 
/A/ is Sanskrit," appearing in the Indo-Iranian Journal] , 
but his "vier Gründe" are not very convincing. He 

seems to believe that no sound-changes are heard of or 
have been observed within the "Literaturschicht der 
Prätisäkhyen, '' and that the Vedic speech being a 
dominating "Kultsprach,' any organic sound-changes 
were generally unlikely. The arguments adduced by 
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him to prove that the short /a/ was a closed sound are 
based on the fact that the Sanskrit /ā/ represents Indo- 
European /a/, /e/ and /o/. They are interesting, but 
not conclusive. 


262. dve dve savarņe hrasva-dīrghe, TPr (i.3), p. 11. 


263. tesu samānāksaresu dve dve hrasve, dve dve dīrghe, 


hrasva-dīrghe, dīrgha-hrasve vāksare parasparam 
savarna-sathjfie bhavatah, Tribhāsya-ratna, TPr, p. 11. 


264. atha navāditah samānāksarāņi, TPr (i.2), p. 10. 
Contrast: astau samanaksarany aditah, RPr, 1st Patala, 
verse 1, p. 5, referring to /a/, /a/, /i/, /i/, /u/, /ü/, 
/r/ and /T/. 


265. na pluta-pürvam, TPr (i.4), p. 2. 
266. samjnàayah prayojanam 'dirgham samānāksare savarna- 


ry T eim 


pare’ (x.2) iti, Tribhāsya-ratna, TPr, p. 11. 
267. Whitney on TPr, p. 11. 


268. iyam anvartha-samjnä/ savarnatvarh nàma sádr$yam 
ucyate/ tasmād akārādīnām ikārādibhir na savarna- 


— ee $ 


samjnäsankä, bhinna -sthāna -prayātnatvād anayoh/ 
samjūāyāh prayojanam 'dirgham samanaksare savarpa- 
pare' (x.2) iti/ Tribhäsya-ratna, TPr, p. 11. 


269. varnah kärottaro varnäkhyä (i.16), TPr, p. 18. 
hrasvo varnottaras trayänäm (i. 20), TPr, p.20. 


prathamo vargottaro vargäkhyä (1.27), TPr, p. 25. 
270. Whitney on TPr, p. 21. 
271. TPr, p. 383. 
272. Tribhāsya-ratna, TPr, p. 383. 
273. Whitney on TPr, p. 385. 
274. TPr, p. 307. 


275. savarņa-parah savargiya~paras ca dvitvarn nāpadyate/ 
savarņaš ca nāma sārūpyam ucyate/ na tulya-sthäna - 
karaņatā-mātram/ savargiyah samäna -varga -sambandhī/ 
Tribhäsya-ratna, TPr, p. 308; Whitney on TPr, 
pp. 307-8; Cardona (1965a), p. 234. 
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276. 
277. 


278. 
279. 
280. 
281. 
282. 
283. 


284, 
285. 
286. 
287. 
288. 


289. 
290. 


TPr, pp. 148-9; Cardona (1965a), p. 233. 


The commentary Vaidikābharana on the TPr (i.2) says 
that the term samanaksara ''simple vowels" actually 
applies to all vowels except the diphthongs. The 
commentator refers to the RPr where we have eight 
samanaksaras, i.e. short and long /a/, /i/, /u/ and 
/r/. He says that the designations such as these are 
for the purpose of using them (upayogānugunyāt) to 
formulate rules, and hence for the specific needs of 
the system in the TPr only nine sounds, i.e. short, 
long and extra-long /a/, /i/ and /u/ are called 
samanaksaras. The term savarna is used with reference 
to these simple vowels in the TPr -(i.3). See: 
Vaidikabharana, Taittiriya -prātišākhya, Government 
Oriental Library Series, Bibliotheca Sanskrita, No. 
33, Mysore, 1906, pp. 10-1. 


APr, p. 148. 
Ibid., p. 28. 
Ibid. 


Whitney on APr, p. 118. 
APr (iii. 44, 45, 46), pp. 148-9. 


APr (ii.31) makārasya sparše para-sasthānah; Compare: 


P.8.4.58 (anusvārasya ya a para - savarpab). APr (iii. 30) 
sasthāne ca; compare: P.8.4.65 (jharo jha ri savarņe). 


Thieme (1935a), pp. 85, 95. 
See: Sec. 4.7. 


Deshpande (1972), p. 280; also: Sec. 4,9 above. 


Thieme (1935a), pp. 81-91; his detailed argument is 
found in Thieme (1937-8), pp. 189-209. Also 
V. Venkatarama Sarma (1935), pp. 96 ff. 


VPr, p. 8. 
VPr (i.65-84), pp. 10-12. 


291. 


292. 
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‘ahavisarjaniyah kantha' (71) iti akärasya mātrikasya 
dvimātrikasya trimātrikasya kaņtha-sthānatā uktā/ 
tathā 'kaņthyā madhyena' (84) iti samāna -karanatà 


unum api/ à sya Fahre “tu ue e/ so's sāv 


has tiene rear -prayatnä it um 
svaràh/ tad yathà asprstatäsya -prayatnäh svarāh, 
sprstatāsya-prayatnāh sparšāh, tathā īsat-sprstatāsya- 
prayatna antahsthàh, ardha -sprstatasya -prayatnà 
ūsmāņo'-nusvāraš ca/a am āsya-prayatnah šiksā- 
vidbhir uktah iha iha grhyate e/ Uvata on VPr(W), 

pp. 118-9. . Also: Venkatarama Sarma ia (1935), 
pp. 169-70. The VPr (i.11) [dve karaņe] says that 
there are two karanas. The word karana is used by 
the VPr normally to refer to the articulator [cf. VPr 
(1.43), (i. 75-6), (i. 80)|. However, on this rule, "Uvata 
says that there are two karaņas, i.e. samvrta and vivrta, 
which probably refers to open and closed positions of 
the glottis [cf. RPr (13.1-2), TPr (ii. 4-5)]. The 
commentary of Anantabhatta gives the same interpretation, 
but quotes a verse attributed to Katyayana, which speaks 
of four prayatnas: spreta. "with contact," Isat-sprsta_ 
"with slight contact,'' samvrta "closed" and vivrta 
"open" | see: Vājasaneyi -Prätisäkhya, with the 
commentaries of Uvata and Anantabhatta, Madras 
University Sanskrit Series, No. 5, Madras, 1934, 
p. 9]. Here, Anantabhatta seems to interpret the 
term karana with the term prayatna. If the vowels and 
spirants w were vivrta "open," then the VPr would require 
a rule like P. 1.1. 10 (nàjjhalau) to prohibit homogeneity 
of vowels with spirants. The very fact that the VPr 
does not have such a rule is an indication that vowels 
and spirants had different efforts. Thus Uvata's comments 
on the VPr (i. 72) seem to be quite appropriate. 
Anantabhatta, even on the VPr (i. 72), sticks to the view 
that vowels and spirants are both vivrta "open, '' without 
solving the impending question of their homogeneity. 


savarnavac ca, VPr (i. 72), p. 11. See: ato'kārasya 


mātrikasya sainvrtāsyaprayatnasya itarayoš ca ca 
vivrtāsya-prayatnayor dvimātrika -trimātrikayoh 
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293. 
294. 
295. 
296. 
297. 
298. 
299. 
300. 


301. 


302. 


sāvarņyam tulyam na bhavati, tad-artham idam ärabhyate/ 
savarnavac ca karyam bhavati/ Uvata on VPr(W), 


eae © a aa 


tālu-sthānā madhyena, VPr (i. 79), p. 12. 

u-v-o-hp(a)-pà osthe, VPr (i. 70), p. 11. 

samāna -sthäna-karanä nāsikyausthyāh, VPr (1.81), p. 12. 
See: n. 116 and 117. 

Thieme (19352), p. 93. 


Ibid., p. 92, Fn. 3. Cardona has criticized Thieme's 
views regarding Pänini's knowledge of sthana and 
karana: ''The finally accepted analysis of āsya in 

Bh. ad 1.1.9 is that it is a taddhita derivative with 
suffix -ya (5.1.6) like dantya. Therefore àsya, analysed 


as meaning äsye bhavam ‘located in the mouth' (Bh. 


1.61.25), includes a reference to sthāna and, 
concomitantly, to karana. cf. BhI.61.25-6 kim punar 


94, n. 1), that Panini did not know the doctrine of sthäna 
and karaņa.'' Cardona (19652), p. 227, fn. 6. Thieme 
clearly intends 'articulator' or 'active organ' by the 
term karana in this context. 


evam api vyapadeso na prakalpate-'āsye yesäm tulyo 
desa' iti/ vyapadesivad-bhävena bhavisyati/ siddhyati/ 
sūtram tarhi bhidyate/ yathā-nyāsam evāstu/ nanu 
coktarh -savarņa -samjīāyām bhinna-dešesv ati -prasangah, 
rayatna-sämänyät' iti/ naisa dosah/ na hi laukikam 
äsyam/ kim tarhi/ taddhitäntam äsyam/ āsye bhavam - 
äsyam-'$Sarirävayaväd yat'/ kim punar äsye bhavam/ 


sthānam karaņam ca/, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 155. 


karaņam iti/ sprstatadi, jihvāyā agropāgra-madhya- 
mūlāni vā/ MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 155. Višvešvarasūri 
[VSSN, p. 224] discusses these two interpretations 

given by Kaiyata, and says that the first, i.e. 


303. 


304. 
305. 
306. 
307. 
308. 


309. 
310. 
311. 
312. 
313. 
314, 
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karana = sprstatadi, is vyavaharabhiprayam na tu 
tātvikam "according to the conventional use of the term, 
and not really true." Then he argues that sprstata 
"property of being in contact" etc. stands for different 
kinds of samyogas "conjunctions" and could not be 
karana "active instrument" in the real sense. They are 
not” "active, " but they are "activities" themselves. The 
second explanation by Kaiyata, i.e. karaņa = jihvāyā 
agropāgra-madhya-mūlāni và, is the proper interpretation, 
because the tip of the tongue etc. are the "active 
instruments" wvāpāravas). 


etesäm hi sarvam a anyat samánarm TĀ arjam 

MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 156. Though Višvešvarasūri 
considers that the term karana primarily refers to tip 
of the tongue etc., still on the phrase karana-varjam in 
the Bhasya, he explains karana as internal efforts. 

| Sbhyantara -prayatnas s tu garam vivrtatvam, chadinarh 


Thieme (1958), p. 43, fe 24. 
Ibid., p. 42. 


mukha -nāsikā -karaņo'nunāsikah, VPr (i. 75). 


amusvirasya yayi parasavar rnah K 8.4.58). 


VPr (iv. 9), p. 51. 

sparse para-paficamam, VPr (iv.11), p. 51. 
sith savarne dirghah, VPr, (iv.50), p. 55. 
anunāsikavaty anunāsikam, VPr (iv.51), p. 56. 
savarne, VPr (iv.110), p. 64. 

VPr(W), p. 243. 


rkāra-ļkārayor api savarna-dirghatvam eva bhavati, 
yady udāharaņam chandasi labhyate, Uvata on VPr (i. 43). 
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315. 


316. 


317, 


318. 


319. 


320. 
321. 


322. 


323. 


324. 


325. 


326. 
327. 


328. 
329. 


rhkkau jihvā-mūle, VPr (i.65); Ilasitā dante, VPr (i.69); 


dantyā jihvagra-karanah, VPr (i. 76); jihva -müliyänusvärä 
hanu-mūlena, VPr (i.83), pp. 10-2. 


svarāš ca lkāra-varjam, VPr(i.87); svaras ca padantiya 
bhavanti lkāram varjayitvā, Uvata on VPr (i.87); also 
lkäras cälkäram, VPr (iv.60); Uvata on this rule says: 
idam sütram kecin na pathanti, vyarthatvät. 


kärena ca, VPr (i.37); a-vyavahitena vyafijanasya, 
VPr, (1.38), p. 7. 

hrasva -grahane dīrgha -plutau pratiyät, VPr (i. 63); 
prathama -grahane vargam, VPr (i.64), p. 10. 


See: n. 212. 


īgad-vivrta-karaņā ūsmāņaņ/ vivrta -karaņā và/ 
Siksä-süträni, p. 21. 


yad yad yasya bhavet sthānam karanarh va višesaņam/ 


savarnatvena samgrühya āsya-yatnas tu bhidyate//38// 
Varņa-ratna-pradipikā-$iksā, Siksä-samgraha, p. 120. 


dvimatrasyaika-matrasya sathvrtadi-prayatnatah / 
bhinnasyāpy astu sävarnyam tad-artham idam ucyate//, 
Ibid., pp. 120-1. 


— ms oe ee 


Ibid., p. 119. 


savarne (141), savarne pare vyafijanarh dvir na bhavati/ 
Pratisakhya-pradipa-siksa, Siksá-samgraha, p. 253. 
Ibid., p. 228. 


atra rkāroccāraņe višesah/ tathà ca pratijna-sitre 
'rkàrasya tu safyuktāsafyuktasyāvišeseņa sarvvatraivam' / 
asyārthah/ padanta-madhyesu samyuktäsamyuktasya 


rvarnasya rekārah syät/ sarvatra samhitäyäm pade ca/ 
yathä krsno'sity atra kresno'sity uccärah/ rtviyo yatah/ 


330. 


331. 
332. 


333. 


334. 


335. 


336. 


337. 
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atra retviya ity uccärah/ evam 'rlvarnayor mithah 
sävarnyam vācyam' iti vārttikena lkārasyāpi le ity 
uccárah/ klptam ity atra kleptam ity uecārah/ 
Ibid., p. 296, 


valhämasity atra valehämasity uccäro ralayoh savarnyat, 
Kešavi-šiksā, Siksä-samgraha, p. 142. Also: 
Venkatarama Sarma (1935), p. 441. 


Kielhorn (1876), p. 197. 


Though I could not obtain the published edition of the 
Vyāsa-šiksā, I was fortunate to obtain a microfilm of 

a manuscript of this text in the Vaidika Sarnšodhana 
Mandala, Poona [No. 4564]. In the following notes, I 
shall augment Lüders with the original Sanskrit quotations 
from this manuscript. 


Lüders (1894), p. 5, verse 5 (folio 2): spar$ànàm pafica 
paūca syur vargā vargottarasya ca/ tat -prathamàdi 
samjnäh syuh/; verse 10 of Liiders appears to be verse 

7 of this Ms.: tulya-rüpam savarnam syat (folio 3); 
verse 13 of Lüders is verse 9 of the Ms.: bhaved akarah 
karordhve halam (akhya) (folio 4). Perhaps the numbers 
in Lüders refer to "rules" rather than to verses. 


Lüders (1894), p. 9. I have not been able to find a 
parallel verse in my Ms. 


Ibid. The number 172 of Lüders is verse 116 of the Ms. : 
ādy -astasu savarnordhve dirgham apluta -pürvakah 
(folio 39). 


Lüders (1894), p. 13. The number 269 of Lüders is 
verse 183 of the Ms.: antahsthodayam angam syat 
asavarna-parasya ca (folio 55). 


Lüders (1894), p. 16. However, certain verses found 

in the Ms. of the Vyāsa-šiksā indicate a notion similar 
to Pāņini's. The verses 78-9 (folio 26) are as follows: 
nakāro laparas tasya sasthānam anunäsikam/ sparšottaro 
makāras tu yavalottara eva ca/ anunäsikam etesam 
savarņam pratipadyate/ 7 The usage of the term savarna 
here is guite similar to that in P.8.4.58 (anusvārasya 


yayi para-savarnah). 
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338. 


339. 


340. 


341. 


342. 


343, 


344. 
345. 
346. 
347. 


348. 


349. 
350. 


351. 


äpadyate makäro rephosmasu pratyayesv anusväram/ 
yalavesu parasavarnam, spar$esu c cottamäpattim// 
Näradiya-siksä, 2nd Prapäthaka, 4th Kandikä; 

rephosmasu | parato makäro makäro 'nusväratvam/. ...yalavesu 
parasavarnata, sparsesu r$esu paratah sparša- arg = 
sadrsottamäpattir makärasya bhavati/ Bhatta Sobhākara's 
comm., Näradiya-siksä, p. 60. 
anantya$ ca bhavet pürvo'ntya$ ca parato yadi/ tatra 
madhye yamas tisthet savarnah pürva -varnayoh 
2nd Prapäthaka, 2nd Kandikä, Nāradīya-šiksā, p. 52. 


pūrvasya varnasya savarņah sadršah, Šobhākara's 
comm., Näradiya-siksä, p. 52. 


evam ime na laksanena yuktā, nāpy ākrtyā, nāpy upadistah, 
MB -D, p. p. 81. 


rephosmaņām savarņā na santi/ vargyo vargye na 
savarņah/ "Āpišali i-Siksä, -sütras, Siksä- -süträni, p. 5. 


sprsta-karanäh sparsäh/ viv vivrta-karanäh svaräh üsmänas 
ca/ Ibid., p. 3. 


samvrto'karah, Ibid., p. 4. 
Burnell (1875), p. 22. 
Ibid., p. 2. 


siddho varņa-samāmnāyah, Kātantra (1.1.1), p. 14. 
tatra tatra caturdašādau svarāh, Kātantra (1.1.2), p. 14. 
daša samānāh, Kātantra Gu 1.3), p. 14. 


tesäm dvau dvāv anyonyasya savarnau, Katantra (1.1.4), 
p. 14. 


mas p. 14. 


Kātantra (1.2.1), p. = 


ivarno yam asavarne, na ca paro lopyah, Kätantra 
(1.2.8); ware vam, Kätantra (1.2.9); ram rvarnah, 


Katantra (1. 2.10); lam lvarnah, Katantra a (1.2. 11), 
pp. 17-8. 


356. 


357. 


361. 


362. 


363. 
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. abhyäsasyäsavarne, Katantra (3.4.56), p. 70. 
. samānād anyo'savarņah, Bäla-siksä, p. 4. 


. ram rvarņah, Katantra (1.2.10); lam lvarnah, 1.2.11; 


rvarne ar, 1.2.4 jvarneal, 1.2.5; pp. 17-8. 


. Kätantra-vyäkarana | Eggeling's edn. |, p. 470. 


Bhāvasena Traividya in his Kätantra -rüpa -mälä -prakriyä 
(ed. by Jivaram Shastri, published by Hirachand 
Nemichand Shreshthi, Bombay, Sarnvat 1952, p. 3) 

gives rkāra-lkārau ca as rule 5. His commentary 

runs as: rkara-lkarau ca parasparam savarņa-samjūau 
bhavatah. 


rkāra-ļkārayoh savarna-samjfä lokopacärät siddheti 
bhāvah, Trilocanadāsa's commentary, quoted by 
Eggeling, ibid., p. 480. 


yat tu trilocanadäsenoktam rkära-Ikärayoh samjna 
lokopacāratah siddheti tan na/ loke ļkāre rkara - 
vyavahārasyādar$anāt/ Laghubhäsya, p. 14. 


. Kātantra-paribhāsā-sūtra-vrtti of Bhavamisra, 


Paribhāsā-samgraha, p. 67. 


. sasthāna-kriyarn svam, Jainendra (1.1.2), p. 2. 
360. 


sthānam tālvādi, kriyä sprstatādikā..., samana sthäne 
kriyā yasya, sāmarthyāt sthānam api samānam labhyate/ 
„..sā caturvidhā...sprstatā, isat-sprstata, vivrtatā, 
isad-vivrtatä ceti/ Mahāvrtti on Jainendra-vyakarana, 


Abhayanandin clearly neglects the meta -linguistic 
purpose of using open /a/ in Pāņini's grammar. 
rephosmaņām svā na santi/ vargyah sva-vargyena sva- 
samjno bhavati/ Mahāvrtti, Jainendra- vyākarana, p. 3. 


anudit svasyātmanā'bhāvyo'taparah, Jainendra (1.1.72), 
p. 16. 
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364. 


365. 


366. 


367. 
368. 
369. 


370. 


yayy anusvārasya parasvam, Jainendra (5. 4.132), 
comp. with anusvārasya yayi parasavarņah (P.8.4.58). 


na padänta -dvitva -vare ya-kha-svänusvära -di-car- 
vidhau, Jainendra (1.1.59), comp. with na padānta- 
dvirvacana-vare-yalopasvara -savarnänusvära -dirgha - 
jaś -car -vidhisu (P.1.1.58). 


"The Jainendra grammar, taken as a whole, is a copy 

of Pāņini pure and simple, and the sole principle on 

which it was manufactured appears tobe that "the saving 

of a half a short vowel affords as much delight as the 

birth of a son.'" Kielhorn, "On the Jainendra-Vyakarana," 
Indian Antiquary, Vol. 10, March 1881, p. 76. 


ranto'ņ uh, Jainendra (1.1.48), uh sthāne prasajyamāna 
eva ranto bhavati/ ...rlkārayoh sva -samjūoktā/ tena 
tavalkārah/ ...katharh lantatvam? ranta iti lano 


lakārākāreņa pra$lesa-nirdesät pratyahara-grahanam/ 


Mahavrtti of Abhayanandin, Jainendra-vyakarana, p. 11. 
Abhayanindin quotes a Vārttika: rkara-lkarayoh sva- 
samjnä vaktavyā, ibid., p. 3. 

jāti-nirdešaš cäyam, Cāndra-vyākarana, Vol. I, p. 2. 
utā savargah, Cāndra (1.1.2), Vol. I, p. 10. 
anusvārasya yayi yam, Candra (6. 4.151), comp. with 


oes © ome 


dirghah (P.6.1.101). Actually, Bhattoji Diksita says 
that the Candra rule is better worded than P.6.1.101. 
| ako'ki dirgha ity eva suvacam, SK, p. 7. | 


halo jharäm jhari sasthāne lopo và, Candra (6. 4.155), 
comp. with jharo jhari savarne (P.8.4.65). There is, 
however, a rule where Candra uses the term savarna: 
dvitve parasavarnah, Candra (6.3.34). The Candra- 
paribhäsä -sütras contain the maxim: bhāvyamānot 
savarnan grhņāti, Cāndra-vyākaraņa, Vol. II, p. 397. 
We should note here that the Vrtti on Candragomin's 
rules, which was declared by Liebich to be an 


371. 


372. 
373. 
374, 


375. 
376. 


377. 
378. 
379. 
380. 


381. 
382. 


383. 
384. 
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autocommentary (svopajūa), has been doubted by scholars 
for not being a work of Candragomin himself. Thus, this 
is yet an open question. For a discussion of this point, 
see: "Ist a re der Verfasser der Cāndra -Vrtti?," 


Indienne, Fascicule 28, Paris, 1968. The same might 
be said of the Cāndra -paribhāsā. -sütras. 
sāmānyāšrayaņāt dirgha -plutānunāsikānām grahanam, 
Amoghavrtti, Säkatäyana-vyäkarana, p. 1. 

bhāvyo'g, Säkatäyana (1.1.4), p. 2. 

teyān, Sākatāyana (1.1.3), p. 2. 

svah sthānāsyaikye, Säkatäyana (1.1.6), sthānam 
kanthädi, äsyam mukham, tatra bhavam äsyam, 


sprstatadi prayatna pe ma -pancakam, sthānasyoktatvāt, 
Amoghavrtti, Sākatāyana-vyākaraņa, p. 3. Comp. with 
Patafjali's interpretation of Asya in P.1.1.9. [See: 
Sec. 2.4. | 


samvrtam akārasyeti, Amoghavrtti, ibid., p. 3. 


a a a ity akāra udātto'nudāttah svaritaš cānanunāsiko' 
nunāsikaš ceti ceti sat/ evam dīrgha a-plutāv iti dvādaša 
varna -bhedäh parasparasya sve sve bhavanti/ evam, 
ivarņādīnām tv astādaša bhedāh. ~ Amoghavrtti, ‘ibid. , 


p. 3. 
igad-vivrtam üsmanäm, ibid., p. 3. 


rephosmaņām sve na bhavanti, ibid., p. 3. 


uta svah, Sākatāyana (1.1.2), ibid., p. 2. 


ukärenetä sahopadiyamano varnah svasya vargasya 
samjūā bhavaty ātmanā saha, Amoghavrtti, ibid., p. 2. 
r ity eva lvarnasya grahanam, ibid., p. 1. 


tathà ca 'rty akah' (1.1. 75) ityādi ļkāre'pi siddham 
bhavati, ibid., p. 1. Also: pp. 15-6, 18. 


jari jarah sve và, Säkatäyana (1.1.133), ibid., p. 23. 
Nemichandra Shastri (1963), pp. 92 ff. 
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385. 


386. 


387. 


388. 
389. 


390. 


391. 


392. 
393. 
394. 
395. 
396. 


397. 


398. 


399. 


400. 


401. 
402. 


tulya-sthānāsya-prayatnah svah, Hemacandra (1.1.17). 
karanam tu jihvà -müla -madhyagropàgra -rūpam sthänäsya - 
prayatna -tulyatve sati nätulyam bhavatiti prthak noktam, 
Brhad-vrtti, Hema-Sabdänusäsana, p. 3. 


paūcako vargah, Hemacandra (1.1.12), and also: 
varnävyayät svarüpe kärah, Hemacandra (7.2.156). 
samānānām tena dirghah, Hemacandra (1.21.) is closer | 
to Kātantra (1.2.1), TPr (x.2), APr (iii.42) and VPr 
(iv.50) than to P.6.1.101. 


with Kāntantra (1.2.8-11). 


tau mumau vyafijane svau, Hemacandra (1.3.14). 
anusvārasya yayi para-savarņah, P.8.4.58. 


jharo jhari savarne, P.8.4.65. 


ivarnäder asve yavaralam, Hemacandra (1. 2. 21); 
avarņasyevarņādinā edodaral, Hemacandra (1.2.6); rty 
ar upasargasya, Hemacandra (1.2.9) and lty āl va, 
Hemacandra (1.2.11). 


rkārāpadistam kāryam lkārasyāpi, Maxim 71, Nyaya- 
samgraha, PBS, p. 109. 


svah sthāna-sprstatādy-aikye, Malayagiri (2nd sandhi, 
1), p. 5. 
sprstatā, isat-sprstatä, vivrtatà, isad-vivrtatà/ ... 


rephašasasahānām tu sve na santi/- Svopajūa-vrtti, 


Malayagiri's Sabdänusäsana, p. 5. 
Ibid., p. 5. 


utā sva-vargasya, Malayagiri (2nd sandhi, 14), p. 8. 


ik etah, Malayagiri (1st sandhi, 6); rtah an, (1st 
sandhi, 8; edädi ec, (1st sandhi, 9); e-o en, 
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(1st sandhi, 10); Malayagiri's Sabdänusäsana, p. 3. 
403. Säkatäyana-vyäkarana, p. 1. 
404. yaralavā yafi, Malayagiri (1st sandhi, 17), p. 4. 
405. Säkatäyana-vyäkarana, p. 1. 
406. ikah asve yañ, Malayagiri (3rd sandhi, 2), p. 10. 


40". dirghah sve saparasvarasya, Malayagiri (3rd sandhi, 5), 
p. 11. 

408. trtiyasya svah anunäsikah paficame, Malayagiri (4th 
sandhi, 8); pratyaye, Malayagiri (4th sandhi, 9); mnàm 
dhuti apadānte, Malayagiri (4th sandhi, 10); p. 17. 

409. vyaūjanāt yafi-paficamasya sarüpe và, Malayagiri 
(5th sandhi, 4), p. 21. 

410. àvat svarghaplu, Mugdhabodha (5), p. 5. 

411. fiapo'k samo rpa rk ca, Mugdhabodha (6), p. 6. 


— —— en tn — 


412. sāmyam tv eka-sthānatvam, Vrtti, Mugdhabodha - 
vyākaraņa, p. 6. 

413. capoditākānitā rnah, Mugdhabodha (7), p. 7. 

414. saha rņe rghah, Mugdhabodha (22), p. 17. 

415. Comp. RPr (2nd patala, verse 6), APr (ii.31), APr 
(ii.30), and Cändra (6.4.155). All these rules use the 
term sasthāna instead of savarna. 


416. aiurl samānāh, Sarasvata (1), p. 1; hrasva-dirgha- 


a ——ÀÁ O —. 


417. varņa-grahaņe savarna-grahanam/ kàra-grahane kevala- 
grahaņam/ tapara-karaņam tāvanmātrārtham/ Sārasvata- 
vyākarana, p. 6. 


418. ku-cu-tu-tu-pu, ibid., p. 4. 


419. asavarņe svare pare pūrvekārokārayor iy-uvau vaktavyau, 
Sārasvata (771), p. 134; savarņe dirghah saha, 


Sārasvata (52), p. 9. 


420. hasāt jhasasya savarņe jhase lopo vācyah, Sārasvata 
(990), p. 181. 
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421. 


422, 
423. 


424, 


425. 


426. 
427. 


428. 
429. 
430. 
431. 


vyākaraņa, p. 7. in 
rlvarpayoh sāvarņyam vācyam, Sārasvata (63), pp. 10-1. 


rļvarņa -sthānikatvād ralayor api sävarnyam vacyam/ 
...ralayor dalayo$ caiva šasayor bavayos tathā/ vadanty 
esām ca sävarnyam alamkāravido janāh/ Särasvata- 
vyākaraņa, pp. 10-1. 

tulya-sthānāsya -prayatnah savarnah, Sarasvati-kantha - 
bharana (1.1.101), Pt. I, p. 27. 


näjjhalau, Sarasvati-kanthäbharana (1.1.102), ibid, 

p. 28. No other text has a rule parallel to nājjhalau. 
However, Krsnadasa's commentary on the Kautsa- 
Vyakarana which is identical with the APr | = Saunakiya 
Caturädhyäyikä] interprets the rule naikāraukārayoh 
sthana-vidhau, APr (i.41), as a rule prohibiting homo- 
geneity of vowels and consonants. This version of the 
Kautsa-vyākaraņa, according to Krsnadāsa's commentary, 
| Vaidika Samsodhana Mandala, Poona, Ms. E4179, 

folio 9] has a rule: sasthäna-karanam savarnam. This 
would make two sounds homogeneous with each other if 
they share the same point of articulation and internal 
effort. Krsnadäsa [ibid., folio 5] holds that vowels 

and spirants are both vivrta. Thus this creates the same 
problem that Panini was faced with. Krsnadäsa interprets 
naikaraukarayoh sthänavidhau as: hrasva-dirgha - 


a very doubtful interpretation. 

Burnell (1875), pp. 60 ff. 

aādayo titālīsa vannä, Moggalläna (1.1), p. 1; dasädo 
sarā, Moggallāna (1.2), p. 1. 

dve dve savaņņā, Moggallāna (1.3), p. 2. 
para-samafifid payoge, Kaccäyana (1.1.9), p. 12. 
kva cäsavannam lutte, Kaccäyana (1.2.3), p. 18. 


rassa-sarà saka-saka-dighehi afifiamafifiarh savanna 
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nāma sarūpā ti pi vuccanti/ Kaccāna-vaņņanā, Kaccāyana- 
vyākaraņa, p. 13. 

432. Thieme (1935a), pp. 92-3; Nemichandra Shastri (1963), 
pp. 69-70; Burnell (1875), p. 24. 


433. Burnell (1875), p. 27. 


434. omkäram prechāmah ko dhätuh? kim prätipadikam ? kim 
nämäkhyätam? kim lingam? kim vacanam? kā vibhaktih? 
kah pratyayah? kah svarah upasargo nipātah? kim vai 
vyākaraņam ? ko vikärah? ko vikāri? katimātrah? 
kativarnah? katy-aksarah? kati-padah? kah samyogah ? 


—* ee 


435. šīksām vyäkyäsyämah/ varnah svarah/ mātrā balam/ 
436. Weber, Indische Studien, Vol. iv, p. 75. 

437. Burnell (1875), pp. 28 ff. 

438. Ibid., pp. 2 ff. 


439. asandigdham parabhavat savarne'n taparam hy ur rt, 
yvor anyatra parenen syat, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
pp. 97-100. 

440. kim punar varņotsattāv ivāyam nakäro dvir anubadhyate ? 
etaj jiàpayaty acaryah: bhavaty esa paribhāsā- 


441. anuditsavarnam parihäya pürvenän-grahanam, parenen- 
grahanam iti vyakhyasyamah/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 100. 


442. On P.1.1.1 (vrddhir ād-aic), Katyayana explains the 
purpose of adding the marker /T/ to /ä/, by saying that 
/à/ is a non-/a-N/ sound and accents etc. are distinctive. 
Thus, /ā/ would not cover homogeneous varieties 
differing in accent, unless it is marked with /T/. 


svarasya, Varttika on P.1.1.1, MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
p. 113.]. He has no such doubts about /ai-C/ sounds 
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in the same rule. On the other hand, he positively fears 
that /e-C/ sounds might stand for short /e/ ete., as 
well as for extra-long varieties. [atapara eca 
igghrasvade$e, and ekädese dīrgha -grahanam, Vārttikas, 
MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, pp. 78-9.] This clearly indicates 
that he accepts /a-N/ in P.1.1.69 to be formed with 

/N/ in the Siva-sütra: l(a)-Ņ. Also see: Deshpande 


(1972), pp. 226, 249-51. 
443. Kunhan Raja (1957), p. 70-1. 
444. Ibid., p. 71. 
445. Ibid., p. 73. 
446. Ibid., pp. 73-4. 
447. Ibid., p. 80, Fn. 20. 
448. Ibid., p. 80, Fn. 19. 


449. edaitoh kantha -tālu/ odautoh kanthostham/ .. .vivrtam 
usmapäm svarāņām ca/ SK, p. 2. 


450. siddham enah sasthānatvāt, Varttika on P.1.1.48, MB, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 262. 


451. aico$ cottara-bhüyastvät, Vārttika on P.1.1. 48, MB, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 262. 


452. sandhyaksaresu vivrtatvāt, Vārttika, yad aträvarnam 


vivrtataram tad anyasmād avarņāt/ ye'pivarnovarne 
vivrtatare te anyābhyām ivarņovarņābhayām/ MB, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 84. 


453. praslistavarnav etau (ehau), vivrtatarāvarņāv etau 
(aicau)/ etayor eva tarhi mithas savarņa-samjūā prāpnoti/ 
naitau tuly-sthānau/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 155; also: 
imāv aicau samähäara -varnau -mäträvarnasya 
mätrevarnovarnayoh/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 78 and 
Vol. UI, p. 426. Siddheshwar Varma is off the point in 
describing Patafijali's views: 'Here an objector states 
the opinion, attributed to Säkatäyana, that both the 
elements of the diphthongs /ai/ and /au/ were equal, 
being one mora each....Patafijali, however, does not 
accept this opinion; he seems to follow the opinion 
expressed by the Bg-Pràt. and the Pàniniya -Siksä, 


454, 


455. 


456. 
457. 
458. 
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that the second element of the diphthongs /ai/ and /au/ 
was longer.'' Varma (1929), pp. 180-1. Contrast: 
bhäsyakäro vārttikakāram paryanuyunkte/ 'aicos cottara- 
bhuyastvad' iti vadata varttikakarena sama -pravibhagatvarh 
nestam iti bhavah, MB-P, Vol. III, p. 427, and sama- 


pravibhāga - aksa eva va bhagavato bhāsyakārasya sammata 
iti bodhyam, MB-P-U, Vo. III, p. 427, on P.8.2.106. 


i-c(a)-$-e-yàs talau (1.66), u-v-o-hp(a) -päh osthe (i. 70), 


aikāraukārayoh kaņthyā pūrvā mātrā, talvosthayor 
uttarā (i. 73), VPr, p. 3; akārārdham aikāraukārayor 


ädih (ii. 26), ikäro' 'dhyardhah pürvasya er (ii. 28), 
ukäras tūttarasya (ii. 29), TPr, pp. 65-6; sandhyaksaräni_ 
samsprsta-varņāny eka eka-varņavad vrttih (i. 40), 
naikāraukārayoh sthäna -vidhau (i. 4), APr, pp. 34-5; 
sandhyāni sandhyaksarāņy āhur eke dvisthänataitesu 
tathobhaye su/ sandhyesv akāro' rdham ikära uttaram 
yujor r ukära dti säkatäyana nah/ mātrā-s samsargäd avarı avare 
prthak -$ruti sera vyatis: sangavat pare/ RPr, 
13th patala, verses 15-6, pp. 56-7; sandhyam dvivar dvivarnam, 
(3.4.5), Rk-tantra, p. 22, The word dvivarna here 
refers to Jai/ and /au/, and clearly refers to their 
composition in contrast to /e/ and /o/. 


e ai tu kaņtha-tālavyāv o au kaņthosthajau smrtau/ 
ardha-mātrā tu kanthya “syad ekaraikarayor bhavet/ 
okāraukārayor matra tayor vivrta~ samvrtam/ Pāņinīya- 
siksa, verses 18-9. These are very unclear lines. 

Even Weber has different, but much more corrupt 

lines [ "Die Pāņinīya- -Siksā, " Indische Studien, Vol. IV, 


Berlin, p858, pp. 353- ER Also: syaranani usmaņām 


= 386. The Päniniya- niya- -Siksä-s cras E “in this respect, 
the same thing to say, see: ~ Siksa - -sütras, pp. 11, 12, 
20-1, 


Deshpande (1972), pp. 221-2, 225, 236, 238, 
Ibid., pp. 213-4. 


tapara -karanam us 'pi sthänini hrasva eva yathā syāt- 
acikrtat, KS, Vol. 6, p. 136. 36. Also: Deshpande (1972), 


pP. pp. 236-7. 
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459. Deshpande (1972), pp. 236-7, 250-1. 


460. Patafijali in his Mahäbhäsya on the Siva -sütra 1(a) -N 
seems to suggest that by P. 1.1.69 /y/, /v/ and /1/ stand 
for /$/, /Y/ and /T/, and that the sequences /fy/ etc. 
are eligible for the designation samyoga "cluster." MB, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 86. Here he does not bring up the 
question of /$/, /Y/ and /Ī/ being "non-effected" for 
P.1.1.7 (halo'nantarāh samyogah), which is quite a 
legitimate question. 


461. dvirvacane parasavarnatvam, Vārttika on P.8.2.6, 
dvirvacane parasavarnatvam siddham vaktavyam/ 
sayyantä, savvatsarah, yallokam, tallokam iti 

arasavarnasyasiddhatvat yara iti dvirvacanam na 
präpnoti/ MB, Vol. III, p. 373. 

462. [A] atha kimartham antahsthānām aņsūpadešah kriyate/ 

[B] iha sayyanta, savvatsarah, yallokam, tallokam iti 


parasavarņasyāsiddhatvād anusvārasyaiva 
un TeTEY tatra parasya parasavarņe krte tasya 
yay-grahanena grahaņāt pürvasyàpi parasavarno 
yathā syat/ 

[C] naitad asti prayojanam/ vaksaty etat-dvirvacane 
parasavarnatvam siddham vaktavyam-iti, yavata 
siddhatvam ucyate parasavarņa eva tāvad bhavati/ 


—————— 


[D] parasavarne tarhi krte tasya yar-grahanena 


asati dvirvacane dviyakaram 

[G] nàsti bhedah, satyapi dvirvacane dviyakāram eva/ 
katham/ ‘halo yamäm yami lopah' ity evam ekasya 
lopena bhavitavyam/ 

[H] evam api bhedah/ sati dvirvacane kadācid dviyakāram, 
kadācit triyakäram/ asati dviyakaram eva/ sa esa 
katham bhedo na syāt? yadi nityo lopah syàt 


[J] anuvartate vibhāsā šaro'ci yad varayaty ayam 
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dvitvam/ (Sloka-varttika)/ yad ayarh 'šaro'ci' 

iti dvirvacana-pratisedham Sasti, ta] jnàpayaty 
acäryah-anuvartate vibhäseti/ katham krtvä 
jūāpakam ? "nitye hi tasya lope pratisedhartho na 
kašcit syat" ($loka-vārttika)/ yadi nityo lopah syät, 
pratisedha-vacanam anarthakam syät/ astv atra 
dvirvacanam, ''jharo jhari savarņe'' iti Lopo 
bhavisyati/ pašyati tv ācāryah-vibhāsā sa lopah- 
iti, tato dvirvacana-pratisedharn $āsti/ 

naitad asti jnàpakam/ ...tasmān nitye'pi lope'- 
vašyar sa pratisedho vaktavyah/ 

tad etad atyanta -sandigdham äcäryänäm vartate- 
vibhāsā'nuvartate na veti/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, 
pp. 96-7. 


463. halo yamām yami lopah ity ekasyātra lopo bhavisyati/ 
vibhāsā sa lopah/ MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 99. 


464. MB, Vol. I, Sec. I, pp. 89-91. 
465. KS, Vol. I, p. 52. 


466. Bhattoji Diksita says in his SKB that, since, according 
to Patafijali, features like nasality are non-distinctive, 
/y/, /v/ and /1/ would naturally stand for /$/, /Y/ and 
/T/, and hence it would be proper to have only /a-C/ in 
P.1.1.69. However, Panini uses /a-N/, including semi- 
vowels, in P.1.1.69, in order to indicate that features 
like nasality are distinctive and that, without a rule, 
/y/, /v/ and /l/ cannot stand for /$/, /Y/ and /Ī/. 
yady api guņānām abhedakatvenaiva sānunāsika -yavalanäm 
dvitva-siddher grahanaka -šāstre'j-grahaņam evocitam na 
tv an-grahanam, tathapi 'gunāh bhedakāh' ity api paksam 
jüapayitum an-grahanam/ SKB, p. 61. For the 
controversy bhedakā guņāh and abhedakà gunāh, see: 
Sec. 6.5-6.13, and Deshpande (1972), pp. 226-30. 


467. ācāryopadeša-pāramparyāt tu jháyate -'anuvartate 
vibhasa' iti/ tasmat trivyafijana -samyoga -$ravanaya 
'anudid' iti ņakāreņa pratyaharah krto na cakareneti 


sthitam/ MB-P, Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 97. 


468. jūāpakāntaram grähaka -sütrasthän-grahanam/ tad dhi 
sagyantety ādau yAdinäm sänunäsikänäm dvitvärtham/ 


[K 


LL 


[L 


os 
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lopasya nityatve tu vyartham eva syāt/ BSR, p. 149. 
469. an-grahanäj jūāpakād ity api kašcit/ tat tu värttika- 
krtāņ-grahaņa -pratyākhyānān noktam/ MB-P-U, 
Vol. I, Sec. I, p. 97. 
470. See:n. 461. 


471. savarna-savargiya-parah (na dvih) (xiv.23), TPr, p. 307; 
sasthane ca (iii.30), APr, p. 142; savarne (iv.110), 
VPr, p. 62. These rules would not allow doubling of 
737 in forms like safyantä. 


472. George Cardona does refer to the commentators’ question 
as to why Pāņini did not use /a-C/ instead of /a-N/ in 
P.1.1.69, and says: "The answer is, of course, that 
the semi-vowels /y/, etc. given in the šiva-sūtras 
should denote also their nasal counter-parts /my/ etc." 
Cardona (1969), p. 35. On p. 21 he discusses the rules 
involving semi-vowels. In (1965a, pp. 229-30), he 
discusses how it is necessary to have /y/, /v/ and /1/ 
homogeneous with /$/, /Y/ and /T/. However, no 
scholar has so far answered the question as to why /y/, 
/v/ and /1/ are needed to stand for /$/, /Y/ and /T/. 
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ERRATA 


The reader is requested to make the following corrections 


page: line: for: read: 

16 25 Mahakartinavatara Mahäkarünävatära 
28 6 Käyavän- Käyavän- 

30 8 bhasyamäne bhäsyamäne 
” 12 smarami smarāmi 

” 18 katam asya katamasya 

" 22 adhyabhasata adhyabhāsata 
” 23 bhūyasya bhūyasyā 

39 4 120 scrolls 10 scrolls 
49 14 Fredrich Friedrich 

87 20 pragrhnāti pragrhnati 


234 22 Jam "Jam 


